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Consumer protection applies not only to consumers in 
the commercial marketplace, but to consumers of the 
educational product as well. Primarily, consumers of the 
educational product are the undergraduate students at 
colleges and universities across America. This study will 
examine the extent of consumer protection available to 
undergraduate students, and will analyze whether such 
protection is being accorded to undergraduate students at 
Iowa State University. 
Historical Background 
The terms "consumerism" and "consumer protection" have 
been in common use for approximately thirty years. 
Scholars generally concede that the popular "consumer 
movement" began just after 1960. The first controversy 
litigated in the Federal Courts directly affecting rights 
of college students, Dixon v. Alabama, was decided in 
1961. In 1962, President John F. Kennedy delivered his 
consumer message to the Congress of the United States. In 
that speech he identified certain rights of consumers in 
the United States: (1) the right be heard, (2) the right 
to safety, (3) the right to be informed and (4) the right 
to choose. Identical rights have been applied to students, 
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including college and university students in the United 
States; governmental agencies have likewise applied these 
categories to undergraduate students, with regard to 
educational consumer rights (Federal Interagency Committee 
of Education, 1975). 
The courts first considered the subject of consumer 
protection as it applies to college/university students 
when the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals decided Dixon v, 
Alabama Board of Education (1961). In this landmark 
decision, the Circuit Court determined that three black 
students at The Alabama State College, who were summarily 
dismissed from school for having tried to eat at a 
segregated lunch counter at the Courthouse in Montgomery 
County, were entitled to due process of law prior to 
dismissal. Due process of law in this instance included a 
fair and meaningful hearing on charges of alleged 
misconduct. The decision appears to directly affect one of 
the four rights defined by President Kennedy, the right to 
be heard. 
Subsequently, consumer rights of students have been 
explored and expanded by courts, scholars, researchers and 
others. An article often cited and generally conceded to 
be the first expression by academic scholars on the subject 
is "Consumer Protection in the Higher Education 
Marketplace" by J. W. Dykstra, appearing in the Phi Delta 
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Kappan, April, 1966 (Dykstra, 1966). Many articles in 
journals, as well as magazines, on this subject appeared 
thereafter until the very early 1980s. Relatively few 
articles have appeared within the past 10 years, though the 
problem has not been eliminated. As Joan Stark predicted 
(although at the time her statements may have been intended 
as merely observations): 
The terminology of consumer protection may 
be short lived, but the two root problems 
from which the movement stems—the fuzzy 
contract between students and colleges and 
the murky interdependence between 
educational institutions and government 
agencies—are neither new nor (sic) easily 
resolved. Consumer protection, possibly 
more than any other current issue, has the 
potential to generate clarification in 
both of these areas. (Stark, 1977, p. 4) 
Need For The Study 
Perhaps Leonard Baird most eloquently assessed the 
need for developing information based on surveys of campus 
populations when he wrote: 
Important aspects of a college's 
environment are the perceptions, 
expectations, satisfactions, and 
dissatisfactions of the people who make up 
the college community. Information about 
the college environment is a critical 
addition to the knowledge of most decision 
makers about their institution, which is 
often limited to their personal experience 
and intuition and those of the relatively 
few members of the college community with 
whom they meet or communicate. An 
understanding of how their college works, 
how it differs from other colleges, how 
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the members perceive its realities, and 
bow they react to their perceptions is 
important so that decision makers can 
avoid actions that would be detrimental to 
their college,,,. 
Students can use environmental information 
in deciding which college to attend and to 
learn what to expect from their college 
experience so that they can adapt to the 
college more easily. And institutional 
researchers and scholars of education can 
use environmental information to help 
understand the influence of college on 
postadolescent socialization and personal 
development, to assess interpersonal 
relations on the campus, to measure the 
conditions surrounding learning, and to 
analyze the relations among students, 
professors, and administrators. (Baird, 
1980, p. 2) [italics added] 
Frank Riessman, in an editorial in Social Policy 
wrote: 
There have been many positive developments 
in the current stage of education 
reform...But, until one basic change wins 
center stage, the results, at best, are 
likely to be incremental. What, then, is 
missing? In essence, the students—the 
primary constituency of the schools— 
are being left out, their voices unheard, 
their ownership denied. They are hot 
treated like the consumers in the 
educational process....It is not that 
students have not been expressing 
themselves. They have: by tuning out, 
acting out, and dropping out. This is 
because there is no channel through which 
they can be heard and where an open 
dialogue can take place. If the students 
are not really heard, the school will not 
be a community, but an alien zone where 
peer pressure functions as a negative 
obstacle, rather than a basic source of 
communal energy. (Reissman, 1988) 
[italics added] 
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There is little empirical information or data 
available in the literature having to do with the legal 
rights of college and university students with regard to 
the college or university they are attending. More 
specifically, the students' knowledge of and perceptions of 
those legal rights, and whether these same legal rights are 
accorded the students have not been examined by 
researchers. Only one dissertation attending to this 
subject matter has been found: that of Frank R. Ardiolo at 
the Indiana University, Bloomington campus. (Ardiolo, 
1978). No similar studies appear in searches of selected 
databases, and no similar study has been found at Iowa 
State University. 
Perry A. Zirkel, in an article published in 1986, 
refers to the need and desirability of empirical 
dissertations involving legal subject matter when he wrote: 
...(P)revailing practice should be 
redirected to provide more empirical 
research on legal issues. Among the areas 
that would benefit from more attention by 
doctoral students and education professors 
are knowledge surveys, studies of 
attitudes and other perceptions, 
compliance studies and outcome analyses. 
(Zirkel, 1986) [italics added] 
On the Iowa State University campus, the interests and 
perceptions of students have found their way into the 
student newspaper. For example, an article published in 
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the Iowa State Daily states: "Legality of ISU Dorm 
Contracts In Question". (Iowa State Daily, 1991) Here, for 
example, one might ask the question: "Does a student have 
a meaningful right to choose, when he/she is required to 
sign a residence hall contract with no information as to 
what requirements that contract includes, and with no 
reasonable (and certainly no convenient) way to discover 
those terms and conditions until months later, when a copy 
of these rules, terms and conditions is ordinarily 
furnished the student?" 
Another Iowa State Daily story states: "ISU 
Students Dissatisfied With Academic Advising." (Iowa State 
Daily, 1990). In this somewhat similar situation, for 
another example, the question might be asked: "Does a 
student have a valid information base, when '74% of those 
surveyed said the (college) catalog is either too difficult 
to understand without the help of an advisor or that the 
catalog doesn't cover all majors thoroughly enough' {Iowa 
State Daily, 1990, p. 1)?" In other words, is the 
student's right to be informed (in this example, as to the 
contents of the university catalog, and the meaning of the 
information contained in that catalog), as such information 
impacts the individual student and his/her degree program 
and course requirements, adequately served under these 
conditions? 
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Two possibilities might apply to such situations: 
(1) the students simply perceive their rights as being 
violated and that is really not the case; or (2) there 
really are actual or potential violations of student 
rights. It is in the interest of college or university 
administrators to know which possibility applies (Baird, 
1980). 
In survey and knowledge research, such as this study, 
perceptions of students are measured. What are the 
strengths of such perceptual measures? Baird wrote: 
...First, even if they do not deal with 
details, perceptual measures can serve a 
general monitoring function alerting the 
administration when things may be going 
wrong. If the sense of the community of 
the degree of academic rigor seems to be 
dropping or is below expectations, current 
policies and programs should be examined 
to find the cause.... 
Second, the research surrounding the 
measures can help a college to recognize 
and deal with some of its problems, such 
as unusually high dropout rates.... 
Third, these measures can be useful tools 
in evaluating programs and innovations by 
providing information about their 
consequences...(Baird, 1980, p. 59) 
Perceptions or opinions of the students are important, 
whether the perception(s) (and the opinions based thereon) 
are accurate, or whether they are erroneous. A student can 
only form an opinion based on facts available to him/her; 
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thus, the correctness or inaccuracy of those facts will not 
change his/her opinion. As Best states, in his discussion 
of constructing a Likert scale for an "opinionnaire": 
The first step in constructing a 
Likert-type scale consists of collecting a 
number of statements about a subject. The 
correctness of the statement is not 
important. If they express opinions 
held by a substantial number of people, 
they may be used. (Best, 1981, p. 181) 
[italics added] 
Statement Of The Problem 
The problem addressed in this study is; There exist 
no empirical data at Iowa State University as to 
students' perceptions of their legal rights as college 
students (and consumers of education product), and the 
measured frequencies of such students perceptions that 
indicate actual or potential violations of those rights. 
Alternatively, do students' perceptions in these areas 
indicate actual or potential violations at Iowa State 
University, at the time of this study? 
Significance Of The Study 
The lack of any empirical data based on student 
perceptions of their legal rights, at Iowa State University 
(during fall semester, 1991), will be resolved by this 
study. If there is any evidence of violation of any of the • 
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enumerated student rights this study may well indicate 
either general or specific areas where this may be or is 
occurring. In addition, the instrument developed in 
connection with this research project will be based on the 
four student consumer-rights areas heretofore discussed, 
that is, the students' right; (1) to be heard (2) to be 
safe (3) to be informed and (4) to choose. 
Statement Of Assumptions 
(1) It is assumed that the questionnaire obtained the 
information sought. Piloting of the instrument resulted in 
only minor changes from the original questions posed and no 
major revisions were indicated. All indicated changes and 
revisions to the questions were been made before data 
collection began. 
(2) It is assumed that subjects participating in this 
study were honest and accurate in the answers they gave. 
(3) Time allotted for completion of the questionnaire 
was adequate to properly answer all the posed questions by 
the participants. 
(4) The subject population for this study, selected 
with the assistance of a sampling specialist at Iowa State 
University is representative of the full time undergraduate 
student population at Iowa State University. 
(5) All important variables influencing the dependent 
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variable have been controlled or explicitly included in the 
design of the study. 
Delimitations 
This study is conducted based upon four areas of 
consumer rights heretofore identified, and which will be 
examined further in Chapter Two. Howèver, due to 
constraints of time and access to participants, only a 
small percentage of questions that could be asked were 
included in the study. Therefore, the total spectrum 
of student-institution interaction cannot be included. 
In addition to the foregoing, this study is limited to 
evidence drawn from a sample of undergraduate students at 
Iowa State University during fall semester, 1991. 
Operational Definitions 
Interactions are operationally defined as those items 
included on the questionnaire, which demonstrate 
student/institution contact on the subject(s) of specific 
student rights as earlier described and limited. 
Class levels of students are operationally defined as 
freshman, sophomore, junior and senior, the definition used 
by the Iowa State University Registrar. The study was 
further limited to full time undergraduate students. 
Colleges at Iowa State University are operationally 
11 
defined as College of Agriculture, College of Business, 
College of Design, College of Education, College of 
Engineering, College of Family and Consumer Sciences and 
College of Liberal Arts and Sciences. 
Organization Of Remainder Of The Study 
The review of literature comprises Chapter Two. 
Because of the nature of this subject matter, primary 
review in the areas of (1) right to be heard and (2) right 
to safety will be judicial decisions. Primary review 
in the areas of (3) right to choose and (4) right to be 
informed will be scholarly writings in refereed journals as 
well as federal statutes. Perhaps this is necessitated by 
reason of the apparent personal importance to individuals 
of the right to safety and the right to be heard. In other 
words, violation or apparent violation of either or both of 
these rights is much more likely to generate litigation 
than is violation or apparent violation of the right to 
choose or the right to be informed, based on the many 
judicial decisions in the areas of personal safety and the 
right to be heard (Beam, 1981). Conversely, judicial 
decisions in the areas of right to choose and right to be 
informed are rare. There is no intent on the part of this 
investigator, however, to classify any of these student 
rights as more important or less important than any other 
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of these rights. 
In addition to the foregoing, that part of the review 
of literature relative to the right to safety will be 
subdivided into two sections. First, the right to personal 
safety, or safety from physical harm, will be explored. 
Second, the right to safety in the protection of personal 
property, including a student's reputation, education, 
rights of property and liberty and related rights will be 
explored, including why this aspect can and should be 
included. 
Chapter Three explains the design and methodology of 
the instrument, and the methodology of gathering data for 
this study. Included is discussion of population, data 
analysis techniques and research questions addressed in the 
study. 
Chapter Four describes the data analysis in 
question-by-question form. Findings are grouped according 
to the subject matter areas of the questions and discussion 
follows. 
Chapter Five summarizes the study and contains 
conclusions, implications and suggestions for further study 
and for possible replication of the study elsewhere. 
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CHAPTER TWO: 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study is to demonstrate whether 
educational consumer rights of the student population are 
safeguarded, or whether there exist violations or possible 
violations of legitimate educational consumer rights, all 
according to the perceptions of full time undergraduate 
students enrolled at Iowa State University. This review of 
the literature will review and analyze judicial decisions 
in various courts, both federal and state, as well as 
scholarly works in journals pertaining to the subject. 
This chapter will be subdivided into four sections, 
based on the four student-consumer rights heretofore 
alluded to; (1) the right to be heard, (2) the right to 
safety, (3) the right to be informed and (4) the right to 
choose. In addition, the right to safety will be further 
subdivided into two distinct categories: (a) the right to 
personal, physical safety on campus, in classes and 
otherwise and (b) the right to safety in the protection of 
personal, academic and similar documentary information, the 
safeguarding of reputation, the fair dissemination of 
grades (evaluation) in exchange for academic labors, 
liberty rights to successful completion of academic course 
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of study and related property rights. 
The Right To Safety 
Physical Safety 
The right to physical safety in and around campus. 
There is a history of litigation and judicial 
decisions having to do with the student's relationship with 
his/her college or university that dates back to the very 
early part of the 20th century, when that relationship 
first was described by writers and academicians, as well as 
the courts in the various states and the federal system. 
An early case is Gott v, Berea College (1913). In this 
case, the Supreme Court of Kentucky said: 
College authorities stand in loco parentis 
concerning the physical and moral welfare and 
mental training of the pupils, and we are 
unable to see why, to that end, they may not 
make any rule or regulation for the government 
or betterment of their pupils that a parent 
could make for the same purpose. Whether the 
rules or regulations are wise or their aims 
worthy is a matter left solely to the 
discretion of the authorities or parents, as 
the case may be, and in the exercise of that 
discretion, the courts are not disposed to 
interfere, unless the rules and aims are 
unlawful or against public policy. 
That philosophy as announced by the Kentucky court was 
recognized, accepted and adhered to for nearly fifty years, 
not only by the courts but by colleges and universities 
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nationwide. Not until the consumer movement began in the 
early 1960s was any discontent noted. The decision(s) of 
the college or university administration was simply 
accepted as having been made in the best interests of the 
student(s), as a "substitute parent". 
However, when the consumer movement started, 
discussion was heard indicating discontent with rules such 
as "in loco parentis" (which the Gott v, Berea College 
rule became known as). Students were not second class 
citizens; the voting age had been lowered from 21 to 18; 
the constitution applied to students, who "did not leave 
their constitutional rights at the schoolhouse gate" 
(Tinker, 1978); in disciplinary matters, students were 
entitled to a fair and meaningful hearing before dismissal 
(Dixon, 1961; Horowitz, 1978), although this did not 
require a hearing with all the judicial requirements 
(Pavela, 1979). For a complete history of the beginnings 
of the consumer movement in this area, from the judicial 
decision standpoint, an excellent discussion can be found 
in an article by Donald L. Reidhaar entitled "The Assault 
On The Citadel: Reflections On A Quarter Century of Change 
in the Relationships Between The Student and the 
University" (Reidhaar, 1985). 
Finally, the judicial decisions relating to safety 
were relatively consistent in that litigation could not be 
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commenced against the college or university, for the reason 
that, it was argued, there was no special relationship 
which gave rise to a duty on the part of the college or 
university to provide protection for the physical safety of 
its students. This also would soon change. 
One of the early cases was Tarasoff v. University of 
California (1974), in which Tanya Tarasoff had had a 
relationship with another student, Prorosenjit Foddar, 
which she subsequently broke off. Poddar would not leave 
Tanya alone, continued to bother her, even during the time 
he was seeking and receiving psychological counseling from 
a psychologist on the University staff. At one point, 
Poddar threatened to kill Tanya; the threat was made to, or 
in the presence of, the psychologist. Citing professional 
ethical considerations, the psychologist told only the 
campus police, who, after interviewing Poddar, did nothing 
further. Indeed, the psychologist requested that the 
campus police tell no one else, and also asked that certain 
therapy records be destroyed. Subsequently, the threat was 
carried out, and Poddar killed Tanya. The lawsuit was 
filed by Tanya's parents to recover damages for her 
untimely death, based on the failure of the college to 
provide reasonable protection for Tanya, after a threat on 
her life had been made. The California Supreme Court held 
that the student-university relationship was such that. 
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indeed, there was a duty to notify someone at least 
where such a threat was made, and it appeared that the 
threat was made against a specific person, and that the 
student had the capability of carrying it out. Both 
requirements appeared present in this case, and liability 
against the university was upheld by the court. The basis 
of this decision was the foreseeability of harm to a 
specific victim. The court held that harm to Tanya (a 
foreseeable victim; the threat was made specifically 
against her life) was foreseeable, and that this generated 
a duty to take some affirmative action on the part of the 
psychologist (and, through the doctrine of respondeat 
superior, the university who employed him). 
In Jesik v. Maricopa Community College District, a 
case decided by the Arizona Supreme Court in 1980, Peter 
Jesik was registering for fall classes at Phoenix College. 
In the late morning, Charles Doss after having "words" with 
Jesik, told Jesik that he was going home to get a gun and 
coming back to the campus to kill him. Jesik reported this 
threat to Scott Hilton, a security guard employed by 
Phoenix College, and received assurances of help and 
protection. Jesik then continued with registration. 
Hilton failed to arm himself or to take any other 
precautions,alleged Jesik (the father, in the lawsuit). 
About an hour later. Doss returned to campus with a 
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briefcase, and went to the place of registration. Jesik 
pointed out Doss and the briefcase to Hilton, the security 
guard. Hilton approached Doss, questioned him, and 
apparently satisfied, turned away from him. Doss 
immediately pulled a gun from the briefcase and shot and 
killed Jesik. Doss was subsequently convicted of murder. 
The various issues, said the Arizona Supreme Court, were 
reducible to one question: Did the College owe a duty to 
protect Jesik under these facts? 
The Arizona Court, quoting from another case, 
Chavez v. Tolleson Elementary School District (1979) 
recited the general rule this way: 
Chavez, supra, also involved a third 
party criminal act. The Chavez court 
recognized that while ordinarily a third 
party's intentional tort or criminal act 
is not part of the recognizable risk, 
liability will be imposed if the school 
"realized or should have realized the 
likelihood that such a situation might be 
created, and that a third person might 
avail himself of the opportunity to commit 
such a tort or crime." [citations]... 
In Chavez there were no facts in the 
record indicating that school personnel 
should have been aware of the potential 
for criminal conduct. The complaint in 
the case at bar, however, alleges that 
school personnel, i.e., the security 
guard, had specific and repeated notice of 
both the actor and the exact type of harm 
that did in fact occur. We hold, there­
fore, that the statutory duty of adequate 
supervision coupled with notice imposed a 
specific duty to exercise reasonable care 
to protect the decedent. (Jesik, 1980) 
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Three years later, the Supreme Judicial Court of 
Massachussetts decided Mullins v. Pine Manor College et 
al. (1983). Lisa Mullins was a freshman student at Pine 
Manor College. She was raped on campus by an unidentified 
assailant who was never apprehended. She commenced this 
action against the college, and its vice-president for 
operations, to recover damages for her injuries. The 
facts as shown by the evidence were: In 1977, about 400 
students attended Pine Manor College. It is a four year 
college for women located in Brookline, Massachussetts. 
The campus is surrounded on all sides by a six foot high 
chain link fence, except for an area on either side of the 
main entrance to the campus where the fence stands four 
feet tall. The college's dormitories are clustered 
together in three villages. Each village is comprised of 
a commons building and a number of separate dormitory 
buildings. The buildings are arranged to form a square. 
To gain access to a dormitory, a student must enter an 
enclosed courtyard through either the commons building or 
one of three exterior gates. Between 5 p.m. and 7 a.m., 
these gates and the door to the commons building are 
locked. Students enter their dormitory through locked 
doors which open directly into the courtyard. Each 
student had one key which unlocked the doors to her 
commons building, her dormitory building, and her 
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individual room. 
After 8 p.m., all visitors were admitted by a 
security guard at the main entrance to the campus. The 
guard would direct them to the appropriate commons 
building. At the entrance to the commons building, 
visitors would be stopped by a student on duty and would 
be registered. The student hostess would be informed and 
was required to come to the commons building to act as the 
visitor's escort. No visitors were permitted anywhere on 
campus unescorted after 1 a.m. on weekends. 
At the time of the rape, the college had two guards 
on duty after midnight. One guard was stationed in an 
observation post at the main entrance. The second guard 
was assigned to patrol the campus. He was responsible for 
making rounds to the villages every fifteen to thirty 
minutes to check the doors and gates to see that they were 
locked. The college had no formal system of supervising 
the guards. Rather, the director of security at the 
college would make random checks on their work. 
On December 11, 1977, Mullins returned to her 
dormitory at about 3 a.m. with two friends. It was a cold 
night. They entered the village through one of the 
exterior gates to the courtyard. It was unlocked. They 
opened the door to their dormitory and proceeded to their 
rooms. After changing into her night clothes, Mullins, 
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leaving the door to her room open, went to talk with a 
friend who resided in the next room. Somewhat later, 
Mullins went to bed. She was awakened between 4 a.m. and 
4:30 a.m. by an intruder. He threatened her and put a 
pillowcase over her head, led her out of the building and 
eventually into the rectory, where the rape occurred. 
The record further discloses that about a year 
earlier, another rape had occurred. It is also noted that 
Pine Manor College is located in an area where relatively 
few crimes of violence occur. 
The Court held in Mullins that there was a duty 
on the part of Pine Manor College to protect its students 
from foreseeable harm, in the following language: 
The duty of due care owed the plaintiff 
(the injured student) by the defendants 
(the college) in the present case can be 
grounded on either of two well established 
principles of law. First, we have said 
that a duty finds its "source in existing 
social values and customs." [case 
citations] We think it can be said with 
confidence that colleges of ordinary 
prudence customarily exercise care to 
protect the well-being of their resident 
students, including seeking to protect 
them against the criminal acts of third 
parties.... 
(T)he college community itself has 
recognized its obligation to protect 
resident students from the criminal acts 
of third parties. This recognition 
indicates that the imposition of a duty of 
care is firmly embedded in a community 
consensus.... 
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The fact that a college need not police 
the morals of its resident students, 
howeverr does not entitle it to abandon 
any effort to ensure their physical 
safety... 
The duty of care in this case can be 
grounded in another theory. It is an 
established principle that a duty 
voluntarily assumed must be performed with 
due care. [case citations] Restate­
ment f Second, Torts Sec. 323 (1965) 
states: "One who undertakes, gratuitously 
or for consideration, to render services 
to another which he should recognize as 
necessary for the protection of the 
other's person or things, is subject to 
liability to the other for physical harm 
resulting from his failure to exercise 
reasonable care to perform his 
undertaking, if (a) his failure to 
exercise such care increases the risk of 
such harm, or (b) the harm is suffered 
because of the other's reliance upon the 
undertaking." (Mullins, 1983) [italics 
added] 
It is apparent from the foregoing language of the 
Massachussetts Supreme Judicial Court that it made little 
difference which theory was used to fix liability upon Pine 
Manor College; both theories were valid, and both would fit 
these facts. First, presumably Pine Manor College was a 
"college of ordinary prudence", and that such a college 
would take steps to insure the protection of its students. 
Indeed, that is exactly what Pine Manor College did with 
the security measures it took for the safety of its 400 
women students. But, obviously, the system failed. 
Nevertheless, by its very adoption of rules and regulations 
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for the safety of its students, it imposed liability upon 
itself when the system failed. Second, with language 
approving Sec. 323 of the Restatement, Second, Torts, 
the Court said that the college is liable if harm is 
suffered because of the student's reliance upon the 
college's precautions; obviously, the student relied upon 
the college's precautions, as no student could make his/her 
own rules. 
In June, 1984, the Court of Appeals of New York 
decided Miller v. State of New York. Here, the 
plaintiff, Madelyn Miller, a 19 year old junior at the 
State University of New York at Stony Brook, was confronted 
in the laundry room of her dormitory by an assailant 
wielding a large butcher knife. She was prodded out of the 
room, through an unlocked outer door, and back up to the 
dormitory third floor where she was raped twice at knife 
point and threatened with mutilation or death if she made 
any noise. The assailant was never identified. In many 
ways, the facts of this case are similar to the facts in 
the Pine Manor case. Here, however, the state defended 
with the argument that it owed the student no guarantee of 
safety in the dormitory, as that was part of the state's 
governmental function, and soverign immunity shielded the 
state from liability. The New York Court disagreed and 
held that when the state operates housing, it is held to 
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the same duty as a private landlord in the maintenance of 
physical security devices in the building itself. The 
Court also said: 
Thus, a student who is injured in a 
criminal assault in a State-operated 
college dormitory may recover damages 
against the State in its capacity as a 
landlord, upon a showing that there was a 
reasonable likelihood of criminal 
intrusion into the building, that the 
State negligently failed to keep the outer 
doors locked, and that the failure was a 
proximate cause of the injury. (Miller, 
1984) 
It has long been settled law that a governmental unit 
maintains its soverign immunity when exercising its 
governmental functions. Indeed, this very court, in the 
same opinion, stated: 
Public entities remain immune from 
negligence claims arising out of the 
performance of their governmental 
functions including police protection, 
unless the injured person establishes a 
special relationship with the entity, 
which would create a specific duty to 
protect that individual, and the 
individual relied on the performance of 
that duty. [cases cited] (Miller, 1984) 
Up to this time, "governmental function" was thought 
to include operation of physical facilities at a state 
operated (or state supported) university. The judicial 
mood was changing, however, as many of the cases have 
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indicated, and New York was taking part in the change. 
Here, if the university exercises a proprietary function 
(such as operating a residence hall or dormitory system), 
it cannot rely upon governmental immunity, but will be held 
to the same degree of care as would a private landlord. 
This was a dramatic change from the prior state of the law 
in this subject area. 
Approximately three months after Miller, the 
Supreme Court of California decided Peterson v. San 
Francisco Community College District et ai. Here, 
Kathleen Peterson, a student at City College of San 
Francisco, was attacked on the stairway in the school's 
parking lot. An unidentified male assailant jumped from 
behind "unreasonably thick and untrimmed foliage and trees" 
which adjoined the stairway and attempted to rape her. Of 
importance here was the fact that the assailant used a 
modus operandi which was similar to that used in previous 
attacks on the same stairway. The school was aware that 
other assaults of a similar nature had occurred in that 
area and had taken steps to protect students who used the 
parking lot and stairway. Plaintiff had relied upon this 
increased protection, according to the Court. The school 
had issued a parking permit to plaintiff in return for a 
fee, but had not in any way publicized the prior incidents 
or in any way warned plaintiff that she was in danger of 
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being attacked in that area of campus. 
The defense was that the defendant is a public entity, 
and as such, immune from liability in cases of this kind. 
The California Supreme Court disagreed, in the following 
language; 
As a general rule, one has no duty to 
control the conduct of another, and no 
duty to warn those who may be endangered 
by such conduct. (citations]. A duty may 
arise, however, where "(a) special 
relation exists between the actor and the 
third person which imposes a duty upon the 
actor to control the third person's 
conduct, or (b) a special relation exists 
between the actor and the other which 
gives the other a right to protection." 
[citations] Among the commonly recognized 
special relationships are that between a 
common carrier and its passengers, that 
between an innkeeper and his or her 
guests, and that between a possessor of 
land and members of the public who enter 
in to the landowner's invitation. 
[citation]... 
There is no question that if the 
defendant district here were a private 
landowner operating a parking lot on its 
premises it would owe plaintiff a duty to 
exercise due care for her protection, 
[citations]... 
Liability will normally be imposed in 
circumstances where the possessor has 
reasonable cause to anticipate the 
misconduct of third persons. [case 
citations]... 
Under the circumstances of this case, 
plaintiff, an enrolled student using the 
parking lot in exchange for a fee, was an 
invitee to whom the possessor of the 
premises would ordinarily owe a duty of 
due care. [case citations] [italics 
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added] (Peterson, 1984). 
More recently, the United States District Court, 
Northern District of New York, decided Nleswand v, 
Cornell University (1988). Here, a student at Cornell, 
Erin Nieswand was shot and killed in her dormitory room. 
Erin was a roommate of Kim Young Hee and the facts involved 
a quarrel between Kim Young Hee and Kim Su Yong, a 
non-student "pursuing" Kim Young Hee. The matter reached 
its critical point when Kim Su Yong entered the dormitory 
armed with a rifle and eventually both Kim Young Hee and 
Erin Neiswander were shot and died of their wounds. 
This action was brought by the parents of Erin 
Nieswander to recover damages for her untimely death, based 
on negligence of Cornell University in failing to protect 
Erin from Kim Su Yong. The case at this point was decided 
by the court on a motion to dismiss by Cornell University 
which was overruled. Therefore, the judicial opinion at 
this juncture is not dispositive of the case. However, the 
Court's review of the New York law is important here. 
The Court stated: 
The question presented by this motion is 
whether Cornell owed to Erin Nieswand the 
duty to undertake security or protective 
measures for the dormitories it operated. 
New York law imposes a duty on a 
landowner to exercise reasonable care 
under the circumstances to maintain his 
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property in a safe condition. [case 
citations] However, a landowner is not an 
insurer of safety. Instead, a landowner 
"cannot be held to a duty to take 
protective measures unless he knows or has 
reason to know that there is a likelihood 
of conduct on the part of third persons 
which would endanger the safety of the 
visitor." [case citations] Besides 
foreseeing harm from a particular 
assailant, however, a landowner can be put 
on notice if past history of criminal 
activity indicates that a criminal 
incident is a significant, foreseeable 
possibility, [case citations] (Neiswand, 
1988). 
Even more recently, in July, 1989, the United States 
Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit decided the case 
of Figueroa v. Evangelical Covenant Church, The facts 
of the case occurred in Illinois. Evangelical Covenant 
Church, doing business as North Park College, owns a 
parking lot adjoining a child care center. On the morning 
of May 12, 1983, plaintiff was abducted at gunpoint from 
the parking lot after dropping her child off at the center, 
and was subsequently sexually assaulted and slashed with a 
knife. North Park employed off-duty Chicago policemen to 
patrol its campus, including the child care center. Here, 
the court sustained a motion for summary judgment as to the 
defendant, in effect ruling that North Park owed no duty to 
plaintiff under the facts of this case. Of interest, 
however, is some of the language of the court, including 
the following; 
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As a general rule, Illinois does not 
impose a duty to protect others from 
criminal attacks by third persons. [case 
citations] However, the Illinois courts 
have recognized exceptions to this rule 
where the criminal attack was reasonably 
foreseeable and the parties had a "special 
relationship": (1) carrier-passenger, 
(2) innkeeper-guest, (3) business 
invitor-invitee, or (4) voluntary 
custodian-protectee. [case citations] 
(Figueroa, 1989) 
It is noteworthy that each of the cases heretofore 
cited was decided by the various courts on a slightly 
different basis, a result to be expected from a variety of 
jurisdictions. Tarasoff (1974) was decided on the 
basis that where a threat is made against a specific 
person, and the actor has the capability of carrying out 
his/her threat, a duty to warn the person (subject of the 
threat) arises. In Jesik (1980) the decision was based 
on the rule that while a third party's threatened crime is 
not part of a recognizable risk, when the school becomes 
aware that such a situation might arise (i.e., receives 
some type of notice) a duty arises to protect the student. 
In Mullins (1983) the court said existing social values 
and customs might give rise to a duty, but otherwise, where 
some precautions are taken and the student relies on those 
precautions, liability will arise. Either theory will 
support recovery against the school. In Peterson 
(1983) generally there was no duty to protect against torts 
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and/or crimes of third persons, but where the offense is 
committed on school premises, a duty to protect the student 
arises, based on real property law of business 
invitor-invitee. In Miller (1984), the court held that 
the State of New York had a duty to take the minimal 
security precaution of locking a dormitory's doors when it 
had notice of the likelihood of criminal intrusion. In 
Nieswand (1988) the court held it was a question of 
material fact as to whether Cornell University could (and 
should) have foreseen the criminal activity in that case so 
as to give rise to a duty on its part to provide adequate 
security measures. Finally, in Figueroa (1989), while 
the facts would not support recovery for plaintiff, the 
court said that an exception to the general rule of no 
liability was a special relationship and where it was 
reasonably foreseeable that the crime might be perpetrated 
and where there was a voluntary custodian-protectee 
relationship, liability could follow under this exception. 
Despite the fact that these cases were not decided on 
exactly the same basis, several common threads indicating 
when liability arises appear among all the cases. These 
are: 
(1) that the injury or attack was reasonably 
foreseeable, and 
(2) that there was a special relationship that 
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covered either: 
(a) voluntary guardian-protectee, or 
(b) business invitor-invitee (which is part of 
real property law), or 
(c) reliance by student on precautions 
taken by the school, or 
(d) threats against a specific person, 
or 
(3) where the college or university was acting in a 
proprietary capacity, rather than in a 
governmental capacity, the special relationship 
rule is either relaxed or not applicable. 
It can be said, therefore, that the climate of 
responsibility has shifted dramatically since the early 
1960s, and that presently a college or university does have 
a substantial responsibility toward its students. This is 
not to say that this responsibility is unlimited — that 
would make a college or university an insurer of the safety 
of its students. No court has ever gone that far. 
Safety of Property Interests 
The right to safety in protection of 
reputation; to receiving fair grades for 
work expended; the right to safekeeping of 
protected grade and other records, and 
safety of liberty and property interests. 
Is the definition of safety" being stretched when 
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included within the definition are such things as the 
headnote above indicates? Definitely not, according to 
many authors, and numerous judicial opinions. 
Webster's New Lexicon Dictionary of the English 
Language (1990) defines "safe" as "not presenting or 
involving any danger or risk." It also defines "safety" as 
"the condition of being safe from risk or danger; 
"safekeeping" is defined as "the act of keeping safe or 
secure." None of these definitions limit the meaning to 
physical injury to persons; it is therefore reasonable to 
apply the definition to property as well, both real and 
personal. The definitions all refer to "danger" which, in 
turn, is defined as "peril, exposure to harm, injury, loss, 
especially loss of life." Again, danger is not limited to 
physical exposure to injury, but "loss" is included. 
Again, reasonably, loss of or to property would be 
included. 
Law reports from all fifty states are replete with 
opinions holding that property of a person includes 
personal property, and that personal property includes 
rights, as well as physical property. Hundreds of 
cases might be cited to substantiate this definition; 
little would be gained by including those multiple cases 
here. 
Black's Law Dictionary (1983) defines "property 
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right" as: 
A generic term which refers to any type of 
right to specific property, whether it is 
personal or real property, tangible or 
intangible; e.g. professional baseball player 
has valuable property right in his name, 
photograph and image, and such right may be 
saleable by him. 
One of the early cases holding that reputation and 
name constitute a valuable property right is Greenhill v. 
Bailey (1975), a case arising at the University of Iowa, 
decided by the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals. Here, a 
student was dismissed from the College of Medicine at the 
University of Iowa. Dismissal was summary, and a notation 
was made on his record that the student "...was dismissed 
due to poor academic standing, and that the apparent reason 
therefore was lack of intellectual ability or insufficient 
preparation." Perhaps summary dismissal, if due solely to 
academic deficiencies, might have held up in the litigation 
that followed; however, the addition of the quoted 
phraseology was held by the Court to have damaged thé 
student's liberty and property interests, and constituted 
not academic but disciplinary dismissal and as such 
required a due process of law hearing before dismissal. 
The court specifically said: 
[1,2] It is true that courts will 
ordinarily defer to the broad discretion 
vested in public school officials and will 
rarely review an educational institution's 
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evaluation of the academic performance of 
its students. [cases cited]... 
Notwithstanding this customary "hands 
off" policy, judicial intervention in 
school affairs regularly occurs when a 
state educational institution acts to 
deprive an individual of a significant 
interest in either liberty or property, 
[citing cases]...It is well established 
that when such a deprivation occurs the 
procedural safeguards embodied in the 
Fourteenth Amendment are called into play, 
and courts will not hesitate to require 
that the affected individual be accorded 
such protection. (Greenhill, 1975) 
Inasmuch as Greenhill's interest in this litigation 
was the remark made on his academic record, which, he 
claimed, would seriously damage his future, protection of 
the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution 
was called into play. Clearly, according to this decision, 
property rights are the subject of protection and "safety." 
Scholarly journals and articles also discuss student 
records in terms of "protection of individual records," 
"the security of records," "procedures prevent unnecessary 
disclosure or access" and "protection of data and records, 
the need for confidentiality" and "A comprehensive set of 
safeguards is needed to ensure the privacy of all 
records." A discussion of the subject of academic records 
and procedures recommended to protect the privacy and 
confidentiality thereof appears in "Management and Use of 
Student Records" in Student Services and the Law, 
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(Ebbers, 1985). 
From the many authorities, it appears appropriate to 
allocate questions having to do with treatment of students 
in the subject areas of fair treatment and grading and 
related subject matter under the umbrella of "safety," 
The Right To Be Heard 
It seems undeniable that, in the context of 
disciplinary proceedings at any college or university, a 
student has the right to a meaningful hearing on the merits 
of the controversy, before a college administrative 
official, prior to imposition of discipline. The United 
States Supreme Court in Board of Curators v. Horowitz 
(1978) clearly and concisely set forth the minimum 
requirements again, in a quote from an earlier decision: 
In Goss V, Lopez, 419 U.S. 565, 95 
S.Ct. 729, 42 L.Ed.2d 725 (1975), we held 
that due process requires, in connection 
with the suspension of a student from 
public school for disciplinary reasons, 
"that the student be given oral or written 
notice of the charges against him and, if 
he denies them, an explanation of the 
evidence the authorities have and an 
opportunity to present his side of the 
story." 
This is not a new requirement. Indeed, much the same 
reasoning occurs in Bernard v. Inhabitants of Shelburne 
(1913), a case decided by the Supreme Judicial Court of 
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Massachussets. Consequently, the law has required a fair 
hearing be afforded the student for more than seventy-five 
years. 
What about other aspects of a student's right to be 
heard? There have been developments occurring along with 
the student consumer movement that have somewhat clarified 
this area. Joan Stark writes: 
Policies and practices of colleges and 
universities will undergo intensive 
scrutiny during the late seventies as a 
result of a new emphasis on "consumer 
protection" for students. Some educators 
have called student consumer protection a 
new form of accountability; others have 
deemed it a mere catchphrase. Whatever 
the terminology, pressure to consider the 
student as a consumer may substantially 
alter the student-institution relationship 
and change the landscape of higher 
education. (Stark, 1977, p, 3) 
It seems that "consumer protection" as applied to 
college students is much more than a mere catchphrase. 
Indeed, it may well be a new form of accountability of 
institutions to their students. Again, Frank Riessman, in 
the Social Policy editorial quoted earlier, says: 
One of the positive demands of our day 
comes from the teachers who, with their 
new professionalism, are proposing that 
they have a strong participatory voice in 
managing the schools. Such a good idea 
should also include a student voice in 
decision-making. (Riessman, 1988) 
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The Right To Be Informed 
Primary review of literature in the areas of right to 
safety and right to be heard were judicial decisions. 
However, judicial decisions in the area of right to be 
informed are rare. Absent a case of actual fraud, there 
are no decisions in this area. 
This is an area that concerns tort law. A brief 
analysis of tort law will demonstrate why this is likely 
the case. In order to recover in tort, a plaintiff must 
prove four elements: (1) a duty owed to the plaintiff, (2) 
breach of that duty by a defendant, (3) proximate causal 
connection or relationship between breach of that duty and 
plaintiff's injury, and (4) injury (physical or economic 
damage) to plaintiff. In the case of physical injury or 
injury and damage to a person's property rights, proof of 
the injury is fairly straightforward, and generally 
speaking, so are the (usually monetary) damages, be it 
personal injury (pain and suffering) or economic injury. 
Economic damage is fairly simple to translate into dollars, 
and while physical pain cannot be exactly measured in 
dollars, the jury can estimate what, in its judgment, such 
injury is worth and award damages accordingly. 
The same cannot be said for violation of a student's 
right to be informed. If this right is denied, what is the 
damage to the student, in terms of loss (economic or 
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otherwise)? What did the student lose that he/she was 
entitled to, and how can this be translated into monetary 
terms? One reason may well be that if no monetary damages 
can be proved, no lawsuit will be filed. 
But, the difficulty only starts there. An even more 
troublesome problem is the tort law requirement of 
proximate cause. 
Black^s Law Dictionary defines "proximate cause" 
as: 
The proximate cause of an injury is the 
primary or moving cause, or that which, in 
a natural and continuous sequence, 
unbroken by any efficient intervening 
cause, produces the injury and without 
which the accident could not have 
happened, if the injury be one which might 
be reasonably anticipated or foreseen as a 
natural consequence of the wrongful act. 
(Black, 1983) 
Proof of denial of the right to be informed is one 
thing; proof that such denial "proximately caused" injury 
or damage to the student/plaintiff is quite another, under 
the definitions quoted above. Without such proof of 
proximate cause, the litigation will, by definition, fail. 
Under such circumstances, this is perhaps at least one 
explanation for the lack of judicial decisions in these 
areas. 
When there are no judicial decisions, there is no 
judicial guidance to follow in this subject area. It 
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should not mean, however, that these rights are less 
important, even though there may be less direct incentive 
and/or compulsion for enforcing such rights. 
Despite the practical problems involved in litigating 
denial of the right to be informed, it cannot be said that 
this right is less important than the rights to safety and 
to be heard. When the four consumer rights were first 
articulated, no one such right was favored over any other. 
No literature was found tending to indicate any more or 
less importance of any one over any other. Therefore, this 
investigation will proceed on the basis that each of the 
four rights is equally important. 
A study conducted by Sheila Beam and Edward Hines in 
1981 applies to the matter under discussion here (Beam and 
Hines, 1981). Table 1 as constructed by those researchers 
is reproduced in Appendix B (page 196) for illustrative 
purposes. The researchers describe the information in that 
table in this way: 
A portion of this research was designed 
to identify a broad range of expectations 
that students have as consumers. In this 
research, a panel of six experts in the 
area of educational consumerism was used 
in developing a list of 34 student 
consumer expectations shown in Table 1. 
These experts were researchers, 
administrators, professors, or lawyers in 
independent, state, and federal agencies 
or at four-year colleges in New York 
State. Several had been active 
participants in conferences on consumer 
protection and information. Some of the 
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experts had written books or articles on 
student consumerism in higher education. 
Student personnel and academic 
administrators at 70 public and private 
colleges in New York State responded to a 
survey instrument by describing any action 
or pending action that the institution had 
taken in response to the student consumer 
expectation." (Beam and Hines, 1981) 
From the description of the researchers, the "consumer 
expectations" were developed by a panel of experts. 
However, for well over half of the list of 34 expectations, 
more than half of the responding colleges had taken some 
action, or some action was pending, in response to those 
student/consumer expectations. It is therefore clear that 
widespread acceptance of student/consumer expectations was 
gained, at least at 70 specific colleges in New York in 
1981. 
It is further interesting to note that all of these 
expectations can be translated into the "consumer rights" 
addressed by this study, with a certain amount of 
unavoidable overlap. Eight of the first ten expectations 
can be classified by this investigator as "right to be 
heard," reflecting somewhat on the importance given to that 
expectation by these colleges. In the area of right to be 
informed and right to choose, fifteen of the expectations 
can likewise be classified as "right to be informed" and 
another four can be classified as "right to choose." 
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The questions in the instrument used in this study 
have taken into consideration the information contained in 
the Beam and Hines study. 
As to the importance of better information for 
students, to discharge the university's obligation to its 
students, the following articles and works provide insight: 
Stark, Joan S. Inside Information; A Handbook 
for Better Information for Student Choice. The 
American Association for Higher Education, 
Washington, D.C., 1978. 
El-Khawas, Elaine H., "New Expectations for 
Fair Practice: Some Guidelines for 
Institutional Review", 22 pp. 
El-Khawas, Elaine H., "Effective Response to 
Consumerism: A Broader View", in The Many Faces 
of Educational Consumerism. 
Jung, S. M. and Hamilton, J. A., "A Student 
Information Floor", in The Many Faces of 
Educational Consumerism. 
El-Khawas, Elaine H., "Better Information for 
Student Choice: Report of a National Task 
Force", Denver: Education Commission of the 
States, March, 1977. 
Stark, Joan S., "Strategies for Providing 
Consumer Information" in The Many Faces of 
Educational Consumerism. 
Indeed, the last cited work above, Chapter 13 in Joan 
Stark's edited work, includes a summary of recent research 
(as of approximately 1976) concerning the types of 
information desired by prospective and enrolled college 
students. Rated as high or very high was information 
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relating to: cost of attending college; financial aid; 
instructional ratings; style and class size; advising and 
other support services; programs, majors and credit rules; 
social and living environment; placement data outcomes. 
Comparison of these categories with the Bean and Hines 
study (1981), as well as later research reveals a great 
many similarities. 
Recently, federal legislation has been enacted that 
requires the furnishing of certain information to the 
student (and others) under penalty of law. Specifically, 
the Congress of the United States has enacted Public Law 
101-542, Title I, Section 104. The statute was enacted 
November 8, 1990, and it becomes effective July 1, 1992. 
The statute amends 20 USCA, Section 1092, by adding 
Subsection (e) thereto. That amendment is included here 
in Appendix C (page 201). Note particularly that the 
information required to be disclosed (by way of an annual 
report to the Secretary of Education) includes the total 
number of students at the institution, the number who 
receive athletic aid, the graduation rate of athletes and 
non-athletes, and related information. While the statute 
is effective July 1, 1992, the first such required report 
shall be submitted by July 1, 1993, or one year later. The 
information thus required is clearly designed to benefit 
the student (consumer of education) as well as others. 
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On November 9, 1990, the Congress of the United States 
also enacted Public Law 101-542, Title II, Sections 204(a) 
and 204(c). This statute is effective September 1, 1991, 
and is likewise an amendment to Section 1092, Title 20, 
USCA, it being the addition of Subsection (f). That new 
statute, which is effective at the time of this writing, 
requires the publication of substantial data concerning 
campus security policy and crime statistics on the campus. 
That statute is also included here in Appendix C (page 
201); particularly noteworthy is the requirement to publish 
not only statistics as to the occurrance of crime(s), but 
likewise to publish statements of campus security policies, 
policies as to access to campus facilities, the authority 
of campus security personnel, and a description of the type 
and frequency of programs designed to inform students and 
employees about campus security procedures and practices 
and to encourage students and employees to be responsible 
for their own security and the security of others. 
Clearly, such legislation is designed to inform the entire 
campus, including students (consumers of education) as to 
the various matters included in the statute. The right to 
be informed is designed to be enhanced by such legislation. 
Pending at the time of this writing is H.R. 2363, a 
bill in the House of Representatives of the United States, 
that would further amend 20 USCA 1092(f), by adding thereto 
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the requirement that additional information be published in 
regard to victims of sexual assault on campus. This bill 
would require publication of a written policy in regard to 
such victims' treatment, a variety of specific rights 
granted to such victims, as well as adding a certain 
specific definition to the law — a definition of 
"habitability" as it relates to campus living 
environments. Included in Appendix D (page 205) is a copy 
of the pending legislative amendment above referred to. 
Additionally, pending at the time of this writing is a 
nearly identical bill in the United States Senate, 
identified as S. 1222; this bill has been pending since 
June 5, 1991, and is awaiting action. Locally, in the Iowa 
Legislature, two similar bills are now pending (at the time 
of this writing) addressing the same subject matter, both 
awaiting action during the current Iowa legislative 
session. 
On March 13, 1991, the United States District Court 
for the Western District of Missouri, Southern District, 
decided Bauer v, Kincaid, The decision is applicable 
here for the reason that it involved disclosure of criminal 
investigation and incident reports maintained by campus 
police at Southwest Missouri State University. Plaintiff 
was editor of the student newspaper at Southwest Missouri 
State University, and the defendant is Director of 
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University Relations at the University. The University 
argued that such reports constitute "educational records" 
pursuant to the provisions of the Buckley Amendment (20 
U.S.C. Sec. 1232g, also known as "FERPA" and/or the Buckley 
Amendment); the plaintiff argued that criminal statistics 
and reports are not educational records at all, and cannot 
be kept from public view in this way. The court held that 
such records and reports were not educational records, 
and that the Buckley Amendment (FERPA) does not prevent 
disclosure of such information. Further, the court held 
that if the Buckley Amendment purported to so restrict such 
reports, it would be in violation of First Amendment rights 
of the plaintiff, who, as any citizen, has the right to see 
public information. This clarification of the Buckley 
Amendment leaves no doubt that the student (consumer of 
education) is entitled to the information. 
The Right To Choose 
Closely allied with the right to be informed is the 
right to choose. It is necessary to have accurate and 
complete information (as complete as possible) in order to 
make a reasonable choice. Without such accurate and 
complete information, the choice may well result from 
little more than guesswork. 
Much of the discussion relative to the right to be 
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informed applies to the right to choose. As in the right 
to be informed, there are no judicial decisions to provide 
guidance. What is likely the reason or reasons are similar 
to those discussed above: proof of damages is very 
difficult, and proof of an actual occurrance that would 
render an entity responsible is equally difficult. Absent 
a situation involving proveable fraud, the likelihood of a 
litigated case in this area is small. 
Again, as in the right to be informed, the right to 
choose requires that adequate information be made available 
to the student (consumer of education). The discussion 
concerning federal legislation applies equally to this 
topic. 
Numerous articles in the Joan Stark volume The Many 
Faces of Educational Consumerism allude to student choice 
and student right to be informed. Particularly helpful on 
this topic is Chapter 11 of that volume, entitled "A 
Student Information Floor", by Steven M. Jung and Jack A. 
Hamilton (Stark, 1977). 
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CHAPTER THREE: 
INSTRUMENT, PROCEDURES AND SURVEY SAMPLE 
The purpose of this study was to depict, according to 
the perceptions of full time undergraduate students at Iowa 
State University, a measured frequency of specific 
instances of actual or potential educational consumer 
rights violations. The purpose was achieved using an 
instrument specifically developed for this investigation, 
and having the instrument completed by a sample of 
undergraduate students enrolled at Iowa State University 
during fall semester 1991. 
Development Of The Instrument 
The instrument was developed for this study by using a 
consumer rights matrix (see Figure 1), which listed the 
areas of legitimate educational consumer rights supportable 
by literature and reported judicial opinions. The list of 
possible questions for use in such an instrument appeared 
boundless; it was determined that not less than 25 or more 
than 45 questions would be a fair sized questionnaire, to 
serve both the goals of obtaining valuable information, and 
limiting the disruption of classes during which the 
instrument would be administered. A list of questions was 
developed, using the literature and judicial opinions as a 
basis for the inquiry. The opinions used were from the 
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Federal Court system and the state Court system, and were 
primarily opinions from cases decided within the past 15 
years. 
The items finally selected for the questionnaire by 
the investigator were those that were best supportable by 
the literature, and judicial opinions, and were indicators 
of the most serious cases of potential rights violations. 
A total of 33 items was selected for the questionnaire. 
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RIGHT TO 
CHOOSE 
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Figure 1. Matrix listing areas of legitimate educational 
consumer rights. [A copy of the questionnaire 
can be found in Appendix A, page 194] 
The next step was to field test the questionnaire. 
This was accomplished with the help of two classes of 
graduate students in Cedar Rapids, Iowa. The class members 
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were active teachers in the K-12 system, and were enrolled 
in a class in Research and Evaluation as part of a program 
of graduate study (ResEv 550 at Iowa State University). 
The members of the two classes were asked to review the 
entire questionnaire with respect to clarity of the 
questions and to suggest ways that any one or more of the 
questions might be confusing, or might fail to indicate 
what information was sought in the question. Each class 
member of each of the two classes (a total of 40 students) 
reviewed the questionnaire, and approximately 20 students 
made written suggestions for improvement of the 
questionnaire. All suggestions were reviewed and 
considered; all suggestions were considered to relate to 
phrasing or cosmetic changes in the questions only. All 
the suggestions together resulted in changes in wording to 
nine of the questions. Such changes having been made in 
the questions, the instrument was considered appropriate 
for use in this study. 
The instrument and data gathering vehicle were 
designed so as to be as non-disruptive as possible to the 
classes at Iowa State University where the instrument was 
to be administered. Therefore, answers were to be made on 
a "General Purpose NCS Answer Sheet," form no. 6703, more 
commonly known by students as a "bubble sheet." Answers 
were gathered by students darkening the appropriate circle 
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on the answer sheet using a soft pencil; the answer sheets 
would eventually be scanned by an optical scanner and the 
information thus obtained transferred to an ASCII file on 
computer disc. No names were used on the answer sheet or 
in any other manner; the entire study was conducted on the 
basis that the student participants were anonymous and no 
participant could be traced as to the answers given. 
The instrument, and the entire design of the study, 
including the anonymity guaranteed to all participants, was 
approved by the Human Subjects Review Committee, Iowa State 
University. 
Sample Design 
In order to obtain a sample of students that would be 
representative of the total full time undergraduate student 
body of Iowa State University in the Fall Semester, 1991, 
the aid of sampling specialist Dr. Harold Baker of the 
Department of Statistics was enlisted. The approximate 
desirable total number of participants was determined to be 
1,000; it was understood that by selecting classes, the one 
factor that could not be controlled was class attendance on 
the date the instrument was administered. It was further 
determined that classes would be selected that were at 
least 20 students in size, but not larger than 200 
students, all based on pre-registration data for fall 
51 
semester 1991 furnished by the Office of the Registrar. 
There were 2,207 classes that met these criteria, and to 
get approximately 1,000 students, based on an average class 
size of 29 students, a total of 37 classes would be needed. 
The sampling specialist selected a random start of 20 (the 
20th class on the list) and thereafter, each 63rd class was 
selected. It was determined that this sample would yield 
an equal probability sample of classes. 
The instructors of the targeted classes were 
personally contacted, and arrangements made to administer 
the instrument in each of the classes. The instrument was 
administered at the beginning of the class in all classes 
except two — in those classes, the instructor insisted 
that the instrument be administered at the end of the 
class. Time required to administer the instrument averaged 
twelve minutes. All classes were met by the investigator 
during October, 1991. It was indicated at the outset of 
each class that participation in the investigation by way 
of the questionnaire was voluntary. No reference was made 
prior to administering the instrument as to its purpose; 
the investigator agreed to stay after all students had 
completed the instrument to explain what the purpose of the 
study was, and to answer any questions the students might 
have. The lack of prior explanation was to avoid any 
possible response bias or contamination. 
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Each completed answer sheet, when all data had been 
obtained, was then optically scanned and the data 
transferred to an ASCII file on a computer disc. The 
information on the computer disc was then analyzed using a 
spreadsheet computer program (Quattro Pro), and the data 
was gathered into useful categories. 
Survey Sample 
The total number of participants in the study was 
895. However, the computer program eliminated all 
participants that were not full time undergraduate 
students; that is, all graduate students, professional 
school students and all students answering "other" to 
question no. 35 (In which college are you enrolled?). The 
average total usable response therefore was 865 
participants (N = 865). It will be noted that not all 
responses listed on the tables of results in Chapter 4 
total 865. That deviation is explained by the fact that 
some students simply did not answer one or more of the 
questions. Tracing this apparent discrepancy back to the 
original machine answer sheets, it was discovered that, 
indeed, in some isolated cases, answers had been 
inexplicably omitted by the participants. This very small 
discrepancy notwithstanding, however, the results of this 
study are based on all of the information available as 
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a result of the study. The specific distribution of the 
survey sample is a part of each table listed in Chapter 
Four, for each specific question on the questionnaire. 
The enrollment of undergraduate students at Iowa State 
University during fall semester, 1991, is as shown in Table 
1. The data were furnished by the Office of the Registrar 
at Iowa State University. Based on the sample selection 
criteria, and on the various statistical measures 
considered in this study, the sample was considered 
adequately representative of the undergraduate student body 
at Iowa State University during fall semester, 1991, to be 
generalizable to the entire student body. 
TABLE 1. Class and college enrollment of full time undergraduate students 
at Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa, for fall semester, 1991-1992.* 
COLLEGE FRESHMEN SOPHOMORES JUNIORS SENIORS TOTALS 
N % N % N % N % N % 
AGRICULTURE 513 23.79 512 23.75 578 26.81 553 25.65 2156 10 .67 
BUSINESS 720 23.29 672 21.74 817 26.43 882 28.53 3091 15 .30 
DESIGN 598 29.72 434 21.57 446 22.17 534 26.54 2012 9 .96 
EDUCATION 296 16.47 307 17.08 459 25.54 735 40.90 1797 8 .89 
ENGINEERING 1263 30.86 816 19.94 810 19.79 1204 29.42 4093 20 .26 
FCS** 209 16.80 241 19.37 329 26.45 465 37.38 1244 6 .16 
LAS*** 1681 28.93 1238 21.31 1371 23.60 1520 26.16 5810 28 .76 
TOTALS 5280 26.13 4220 20.89 4810 23.81 5893 29.17 20203 100 .00 
NOTE : THIS TABLE LISTS 1 ONLY FULL TIME UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS. NOT COUNTED 
ARE SPECIAL STUDENTS, GRADUATE STUDENTS, VETERINARY MEDICAL STUDENTS AND 
OTHERS NOT DEFINED AS FULL TIME UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS. 
* SOURCE OF DATA: OFFICE OF THE REGISTRAR, IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
** FAMILY AND CONSUMER SCIENCES 
*** LIBERAL ARTS AND SCIENCES 
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CHAPTER FOUR: 
ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRE DATA 
The purpose of this study was to determine and depict, 
according to the perception of full time undergraduate 
students at Iowa State University, the measured frequency 
of potential or actual educational consumer rights 
violations, during or at a specific time. This was 
accomplished with the use of an instrument specifically 
developed for this purpose, and which was administered to a 
selected sample of students judged to be representative of 
the Iowa State University student body during fall 
semester, 1991. 
The data collected through use of the questionnaire 
were coded to produce results by college enrollment, by 
freshman, sophomore, junior or senior class, as well as by 
other demographic data, not all of which will be analyzed 
in this report of the study. The data are presented 
according to the specific rights of students investigated 
and as shown in Figure 1. 
The collected data were further analyzed through 
employment of the (Chi-Square) method according to the 
tabulated frequencies for total freshmen, sophomores, 
juniors and seniors. The method, a non-parametric 
test, is, according to John W. Best: 
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...(A) test of independence, the idea that 
one variable is not affected by, or 
related to, another variable. The is 
not a measure of the degree of 
relationship. It is merely used to 
estimate the likelihood that some factor 
other than chance (sampling error) 
accounts for the apparent relationship. 
Since the null hypothesis states that 
there is no relationship (the variables 
are independent), the test merely 
evaluates the probability that the 
observed relationship results from chance. 
...The computed value must equal or 
exceed the appropriate X^ table critical 
value to justify rejection of the null 
hypothesis or the assumption of 
independence at the .05 or the .01 level 
of significance. (Best, 1981, p. 287) 
The X^ formula is defined by; 
X? = 22 ^0 -
E 
where O = the observed frequency, E = the expected 
frequency (which is a calculated or theoretical 
frequency). The X^ statistic is considered statistically 
significant if it exceeds a critical value of X^ (from a 
table of values for the family of X^ curves) and based on 
the degrees of freedom. Degrees of freedom are calculated 
for a table by the following formula: 
D/F - (N(row) ~ l)(H(col) ~ ^) 
The X^ and all other data set forth in the tables 
that follow are based on all the data available in each 
instance. 
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The analysis of the data will be conducted based upon 
the four areas as listed in Figure 1. As previously 
referred to, the right to safety will be further subdivided 
into two categories: (1) the right to personal, physical 
safety on campus, in classes and otherwise, and (2) the 
right to safety in the protection of personal property, 
academic and similar documentary information, the 
safeguarding of reputation, the fair dissemination of 
grades (evaluation) in exchange for academic labors, 
liberty rights to successful completion of academic 
course(s) of study and related property rights. 
It should also be noted that, strictly speaking, the 
items on the instrument are not "questions". These items 
are statements with which student/participants can "agree", 
"disagree" or respond "not applicable or don't know". For 
convenience, however, these items will be referred to as 
"questions" and the instrument will also, for convenience, 
be referred to as a "questionnaire". 
The Right To Be Heard 
Question 1 
["Classes which I needed to take have been cancelled 
without explanation."] 
This is the first of nine questions relating to the 
right to be heard. The question is phrased so that to 
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agree with the statement is to indicate that a violation of 
educational consumer rights has occurred. The tabulation 
of responses was by the positive "agree," the negative 
"disagree" and the third option of "not applicable or don't 
know." All tabulations are also separated by college of 
enrollment, by class within each college, and a total of 
all freshmen, all sophomores, all juniors and all seniors. 
The results for this question are shown in Table 2. 
By college, the highest percentage demonstrating a 
perception of a violation or apparent violation occurring 
was Family and Consumer Sciences, where 39.13% of the 
students agreed; the lowest total by college was 
Engineering, where 9.73% agreed with the statement. 
By class within college, the highest to agree was 
Liberal Arts and Sciences seniors, with 43.10% (ignoring 
any class where N < 6). The class with the lowest 
percentage within a college to agree was Business freshmen, 
with 0.00%. 
Based on total participants by class, the highest to 
agree was seniors with 24.80% and the lowest was freshmen 
with 7.87%. 
The calculation for the totals in Table 2 shows a 
value of 32.97. Critical value for with 6 degrees of 
freedom is 12.59. This demonstrates that the results are 
statistically significant at the .05 level, the level 
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Table 2. Response to Question No. 1 
"CLASSES WHICH I NEEDED TO TAKE HAVE BEEN CANCELLED 1 WITHOUT EXPLANATION r. " 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 1 6.25 6 37.50 9 56.25 
so 27 3 11.11 12 44.44 12 44.44 
Jr 37 10 27.03 16 43.24 11 29.73 
sr 39 6 15.38 20 51.28 13 33.33 
TOTALS 119 20 16.81 54 45.38 45 37.82 
BUSINESS Fr 16 0 0.00 10 10.00 6 12.00 
So 18 1 5.56 10 55.56 7 38.89 
Jr 49 5 10.20 27 55.10 17 34.69 
sr 28 7 25.00 12 42.86 9 32.14 
TOTALS 111 13 11.71 59 53.15 3? 35.14 
DESIGN Fr 22 2 9.09 8 36.36 12 54.55 
SO 20 8 40.00 6 30.00 6 30.00 
Jr 38 8 21.05 18 47.37 12 31.58 
sr 14 1 7.14 7 50.00 6 42.86 
TOTALS 94 19 20.21 39 41.49 36 38.30 
EDUCATION Fr 6 0 0.00 3 50.00 3 50.00 
So 33 6 18.18 18 54.55 9 27.27 
Jr 51 10 19.61 21 41.18 20 39.22 
sr 45 14 31.11 15 33.33 16 35.56 
TOTALS 135 30 22.22 57 42.22 48 35.56 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 5 8.06 28 45.16 2D 46.77 
SO 35 2 5.71 19 54.29 14 40.00 
Jr 31 6 19.35 18 58.06 7 22.58 
Sr 57 5 8.77 38 66.67 14 24.56 
TOTALS 185 18 9.73 103 55.68 64 34.59 
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Table 2. (continued) 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
FAMILY & Fr 2 1 50.00 0 0.00 1 50.00 
CONSUMER SO 5 2 40.00 2 40.00 1 20.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 1 33.33 1 33.33 1 33.33 
sr 13 5 38.46 2 15.38 6 46.15 
TOTALS 23 9 39.13 5 21.74 9 39.13 
LIBERAL Fr 54 5 9.26 19 35.19 30 55.56 
ARTS AND SO 34 6 17.65 14 41.18 14 41.18 
SCIENCES Jr 52 13 25.00 22 42.31 17 32.69 
sr 58 25 43.10 23 39.66 10 17.24 
TOTALS 198 49 24.75 78 39.39 71 35.86 
TOTAL Fr 178 14 7.87 74 41.57 90 50.56 
TOTAL so 172 28 16.23 81 47.09 63 36.63 
TOTAL Jr 261 53 20.31 123 47.13 85 32.57 
TOTAL sr 254 63 24.80 117 46.06 74 29.13 
TOTALS 865 158 18.27 395 45.66 312 36.07 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 2t 
N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE DISAGR DISAGR D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 14 32.51 74 81.28 90 64.20 178 
So 28 31.42 81 78.54 63 62.04 172 
Jr 53 47.67 123 119.18 85 94.14 261 
sr 63 46.40 117 115.99 74 91.62 254 
TOTALS 158 395 312 865 
CHI-SQUARE 1 « 32.97 » D/F d 6 
aaaaaana aaa 
"STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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at which this study was conducted. This is distributed 
across the freshman, junior and senior classes; the 
sophomore class shows reasonably close agreement between 
observed values and expected values. 
Question 7 
["If I receive a grade that I disagree with, I can 
appeal and get a fair and impartial decision."] 
The question refers to a student's right to be heard 
in connection with the appeal of a grade assigned to 
him/her. In this instance, to agree with the statement is 
to indicate a perception that the rights of the student are 
being protected; likewise, to disagree is to indicate a 
perception that the right to be heard in an appeal is/was 
denied to the student. The results from this question are 
shown in Table 3. 
The highest indication of disagreement, that is a 
perception of rights violation, was College of Engineering 
juniors, with a 41.94% rate of disagreement. The lowest 
rate of disagreement (and consequently, the highest rate of 
agreement) was College of Education freshmen, with a 0.00% 
rate of disagreement (ignoring any class where N < 6). In 
other words, all class members in this instance agreed, and 
therefore perceived that their rights were protected in 
this respect. 
By total classes, the highest rate of disagreement was 
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Table 3. Response to Question No. 7 
"IF I RECEIVE A GRADE THAT I DISAGREE WITH, I CAN APPEAL AND GET A FAIR 
AND IMPARTIAL DECISION." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE « AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 3 18.75 3 18.75 10 62.50 
So 27 9 33.33 7 25.93 11 40.74 
Jr 37 8 21.62 13 35.14 16 43.24 
Sr 39 9 23.08 13 33.33 17 43.59 
TOTALS 119 29 24.37 36 30.25 54 45.38 
BUSINESS Fr 16 7 43.75 4 10.00 5 12.00 
SO 18 8 44.44 5 27.78 5 27.78 
Jr 49 14 28.57 15 30.61 20 40.82 
sr 28 8 28.57 9 32.14 11 39.29 
TOTALS 111 37 33.33 33 29.73 41 36.94 
DESIGN Fr 22 4 18.18 3 13.64 15 68.18 
So 20 a 40.00 5 25.00 7 35.00 
Jr 38 13 34.21 18 47.37 7 18.42 
sr 14 5 35.71 5 35.71 4 28.57 
TOTALS 94 30 31.91 31 32.98 33 35.11 
EDUCATION Fr 6 1 16.67 0 0.00 5 83.33 
so 33 3 9.09 8 24.24 22 66.67 
Jr 51 16 31.37 14 27.45 21 41.18 
sr 45 9 20.00 12 26.67 24 53.33 
TOTALS 135 29 21.48 34 25.19 72 53.33 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 18 29.03 8 12.90 36 58.06 
SO 35 7 20.00 10 28.57 18 51.43 
Jr 31 6 19.35 13 41.94 12 38.71 
sr 57 13 22.81 21 36.84 23 40.35 
TOTALS 185 44 23.78 52 28.11 89 48.11 
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Table 3. (continued) 
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 0  0  .00  
sr 13 5  38  .46  3  23  .08  5  38  .46  
TOTALS 23 10  43  .48  3  13  .04  10  43  .48  
LIBERAL Fr 54 14  25 .  .93  9  16 .  .67  31  57  .41  
ARTS AND So 34 12  35 .  .29  8  23  .53  14  41  .18  
SCIENCES Jr 52 11  21 .  .15  16  30 .  .77  25  48  .08  
sr 58 18  31 .  .03  12  20 .  .69  28*  48  
CD CM 
TOTALS 198 55  27 .  .78  45  22 .  .73  98  49  .49  
TOTAL Fr 178 47  26 .  .40  27  15 .  ,17  104  58  .43  
TOTAL SO 172 49  28 .  49  43  25 .  ,00  80  46  .51  
TOTAL Jr 261 71  27 .  20  89  34 .  10  101  38 ,  .70  
TOTAL Sr 254 67  26 .  38  75  29 .  53  112  44 ,  .09  
TOTALS 865 234  27 .  05  234  27 .  05  397  45 .  .90  
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 3: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 47 48 .15  27  48 .15  104  81 .69  178  
So 49 46 .53  43  46 .53  80  78 .94  172  
Jr 71 70 .61  89  70 .61  101  119 .79  261  
sr 67 68 .71  75  68 .71  112  116 .58  254  
>TALS 234 234  397  865  
CHI-SQUARE = 24.36 • D/F = 6 
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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juniors with 34.10% and the lowest rate was freshmen with a 
rate of 15.17%. A possible cause for this might be that 
with additional years of experience in college comes 
additional exposure to circumstances where such problems 
may occur. It is notable that disagreement generally 
increased as participants went from freshmen to senior in 
their college careers. 
The calculation indicates that the findings are 
statistically significant at the .05 level. As with all 
tables in this study, the degrees of freedom are 6, and the 
critical value of for the .05 level is 12.59. 
Question 11 
["After conviction of a student conduct code 
violation, if I appeal, I can expect a fair and impartial 
decision."] 
This question is a variation of Question 7, the last 
previous question. Question 7 concerned assignment of 
grades and an appeal from that act; this question concerns 
a student conduct violation and conviction, and an appeal 
from that decision. Table 4 provides the data for the 
responses to this question. 
By class within College, the highest rate of 
disagreement, which in this instance is a perception of 
rights violation, was Engineering juniors, with a rate of 
25.81%. The lowest rate of disagreement (and conversely 
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Table 4. Response to Question No. 11 
"AFTER CONVICTION OF A STUDENT CONDUCT CODE VIOLATION, IF I . APPEAL I CAN 
EXPECT A FAIR AND IMPARTIAL DECISION. 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE « AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 2 12.50 3 18.75 11 68.75 
So 27 5 18.52 2 7.41 20 74.07 
Jr 37 7 18.92 7 18.92 23 62.16 
Sr 39 6 15.38 5 12.82 28 71.79 
TOTALS 119 20 16.81 17 14.29 82 68.91 
BUSINESS Fr 16 2 12.50 2 10.00 12 12.00 
So 18 4 22.22 3 16.67 11 61.11 
Jr 49 3 6.12 8 16.33 38 77.55 
Sr 28 4 14.29 3 10.71 21 75.00 
TOTALS 111 13 11.71 16 14.41 82 73.87 
DESIGN Fr 22 2 9.09 2 9.09 18 81.82 
So 20 3 15.00 1 5.00 16 80.00 
Jr 38 2 5.26 4 10.53 32 84.21 
sr 14 1 7.14 1 7.14 12 85.71 
TOTALS 94 8 8.51 8 8.51 78 82.98 
EDUCATION Fr 6 3 50.00 0 0.00 3 50.00 
So 33 3 9.09 2 6.06 28 84.85 
Jr 51 11 21.57 3 5.88 37 72.55 
sr 45 10 22.22 3 6.67 32 71.11 
TOTALS 135 27 20.00 8 5.93 100 74.07 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 7 11.29 6 9.68 49 79.03 
So 35 5 14.29 1 2.86 29 82.86 
Jr 31 6 19.35 8 25.81 17 S4.84 
sr 57 6 10.53 10 17.54 41 71.93 
TOTALS 185 24 12.97 25 13.51 136 73.51 
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Table 4. (continued) 
DIS- N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE % AGREE « D/K 
FAMILY & Fr 2 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 100.00 
CONSUMER SO 5 1 20.00 0 0 . 0 0  4 80.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 1 33.33 G 0.00 2 66.67 
Sr 13 3 23.08 2 15.38 8 61.54 
TOTALS 23 5 21.74 2 8.70 16 69.57 
LIBERAL Fr 54 11 20.37 4 7.41 39 72.22 
ARTS AND SO 34 6 17.65 3 8.82 25 73.53 
SCIENCES Jr 52 8 15.38 2 3.85 42 80.77 
Sr 58 9 15.52 9 15.52 40 68.97 
TOTALS 198 34 17.17 18 9.09 146 73.74 
TOTAL Fr 178 27 15.17 17 9.55 134 75.28 
TOTAL SO 172 27 15.70 12 6.98 133 77.33 
TOTAL Jr 261 38 14.56 32 12.26 191 73.18 
TOTAL sr 254 39 15.35 33 12.99 182 71.65 
TOTALS 865 131 15.14 94 10.87 640 73.99 
Cai-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 4: 
DIS- DIS- N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 27 26.96 17 19.34 134 131.70 178 
SO 27 26.05 12 18.69 133 127.26 172 
Jr 38 39.53 32 28.36 191 193.11 261 
Sr 39 38.47 33 27.60 182 187.93 254 
TOTALS 131 94 640 865 
CHI-SQUARE = 4.81 D/F 
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the highest rate of agreement, which involves a perception 
that rights are being protected) (again ignoring any 
category where N < 6) was Engineering sophomores with a 
rate of disagreement of 2.86%. It should be carefully 
noted, however, that the raw numbers in the disagreement 
category are very low. The high percentages and high raw 
numbers in this question are in the "not applicable or 
don't know" category; Table 4 shows a total of 73.99% of 
students answered in that category. A possible reason for 
this high number of participants in the "don't know" 
category may be that a student conduct code violation and 
conviction simply has never been experienced by those 
participants, and they "don't know" what can be expected. 
They may simply have no perception or belief at all as to 
this item. 
The calculation indicates that these totals are 
not statistically significant. Examination of the 
calculation for Table 4 reveals fairly close agreement 
between observed responses and expected responses at all 
levels. 
Question 14 
["Before Iowa State decides about major spending, 
student input is sought and considered."] 
This question has to do with students being heard 
in connection with major spending at Iowa State 
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University. To agree would demonstrate that students' 
right to be heard is protected. To disagree is to 
demonstrate a perception that the right to be heard is 
being violated. 
Table 5 sets forth the results for this question. It 
is notable that all categories showed very high 
disagreement with the statement. Highest within College 
and class (ignoring any category where N < 6) was Liberal 
Arts and Sciences seniors at 93.10%. Also very high in 
this category were Agriculture seniors at 89.74%; Design 
seniors at 85.71% and Engineering seniors at 84.21%. On an 
overall basis, by class, highest disagreement was seniors 
at 84.65% and lowest was freshmen at 56.18%. It is notable 
that more than 50% of all participants felt they were not 
being heard on this item. It is further noteworthy that 
the percentages rise as the student progresses from 
freshman to senior, from 56.18% to 84.65%, with increases 
in both intermediate class levels. 
The calculation shows that these results are 
statistically significant at the .05 level. The most 
obvious imbalances are in the freshman, junior and senior 
classes. 
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Table 5. Response to Question No. 14 
"BEFORE IOWA STATE DECIDES ABOUT MAJOR SPENDING, STUDENT INPUT IS SOUGHT 
AND CONSIDERED." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 5 31 .25 8 50 .00 3 18 .75 
So 27 4 14 .81 19 70 .37 4 14 .81 
Jr 37 6 16 .22 30 81 .08 1 2 .70 
sr 39 2 5 .13 35 89 .74 2 5 .13 
TOTALS 119 17 14 .29 92 77 .31 10 8 .40 
BUSINESS Fr 16 3 18 .75 7 10 .00 6 12 .00 
So 18 2 11 .11 13 72 .22 3 16 .67 
Jr 49 5 10 .20 38 77 .55 6 12 .24 
Sr 28 3 10 .71 22 78 .57 3 • 10 .71 
TOTALS 111 13 11, .71 80 72. 07 18 16 .22 
DESIGN Fr 22 2 9, ,09 14 63, .64 6 27. 27 
So 20 3 15. 00 15 75, .00 2 10. 00 
Jr 38 8 21, .05 24 63. ,16 6 15. 79 
sr 14 1 7, .14 12 85. 71 1 7. 14 
TOTALS 94 14 14. 89 65 69. ,15 15 15, .96 
EDUCATION Fr 6 1 16. 67 4 66. 67 1 16. 67 
so 33 5 15. 15 23 69. 70 5 15. ,15 
Jr 51 10 19. 61 31 60. 78 10 19. 61 
sr 45 6 13. 33 36 80. 00 3 6. 67 
TOTALS 135 22 16. 30 94 69. 63 19 14. 07 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 7 11. 29 35 56. 45 20 32. 26 
so 35 6 17. 14 23 65. 71 6 17. 14 
Jr 31 3 9. 68 23 74. 19 5 16. 13 
sr 57 5 8. 77 48 84. 21 4 7. 02 
TOTALS 185 21 11. 35 129 69. 73 35 18. 92 
70 
Table 5. (continued) 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
FAMILY & Fr 2 1 50.00 1 50.00 0 0.00 
CONSUMER So 5 0 0.00 3 60.00 2 40.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 0 0.00 3 100.00 0 0.00 
Sr 13 4 30.77 8 61.54 1 7.69 
TOTALS 23 5 21.74 15 65.22 3 13.04 
LIBERAL Fr 54 11 20.37 31 57.41 12 22.22 
ARTS AND So 34 5 14.71 26 76.47 3 8.82 
SCIENCES Jr 52 3 5.77 41 78.85 8 15.38 
sr 58 2 3.45 54 93.10 2 3.45 
TOTALS 198 21 10.61 152 76.77 25 12.63 
TOTAL Fr 178 30 16.85 100 56.18 48 26.97 
TOTAL So 172 25 14.53 122 70.93 25 14.53 
TOTAL Jr 261 35 13.41 190 72.80 36 13.79 
TOTAL sr 254 23 9.06 215 84.65 16 6.30 
TOTALS 865 113 13.06 627 72.49 125 14.45 
CBX-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 5: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 30 23.25 100 129.02 48 25.72 178 
So 25 22.47 122 124.68 25 24.86 172 
Jr 35 34.10 190 189.19 36 37.72 261 
sr 23 33.18 215 184.11 16 36.71 254 
TOTALS 113 627 125 865 
CBI-SQUARE ; • 48.21 * D/P = 6 
a [sssaaaaa aaa 
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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Question 23 
["Complaints about living arrangements are courteously 
investigated and resolved by officials."] 
If a student has a complaint about his/her living 
arrangements, will the University investigate and resolve 
the problem? A response of "agree" would indicate a 
perception of protection of rights, while a response of 
"disagree" would indicate a perception that such rights are 
not being protected. The results for this question are 
shown in Table 6. 
The highest "disagree" response within College and 
class was Business sophomores at 47.06%, while the lowest 
similar response was Education freshmen (ignoring any 
category where N < 6) at 0.00%. In that instance total 
participants was very low, however, with 2 freshmen so 
responding. 
Again, with regard to this question, there is a very 
high response in the "not applicable or don't know" 
category. Across all Colleges and classes, 59.32% of 
Freshmen (highest) to 50.00% of Sophomores (lowest) 
responded "not applicable or don't know". Perhaps this 
indicates no experience in this area. 
for the totals in Table 5 is 11.69, which is not 
statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 6. Response to Question No. 23 
"COMPLAINTS ABOUT LIVING ARRANGEMENTS ARE COURTEOUSLY INVESTIGATED AND 
RESOLVED BY OFFICIALS." 
DIS- N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE « AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 3 18.75 3 18.75 10 62.50 
SO 27 7 25.93 6 22.22 14 51.85 
Jr 37 7 18.92 14 37.84 16 43.24 
Sr 38 4 10.53 14 36.84 20 52.63 
TOTALS 118 21 17.80 37 31.36 60 50.85 
BUSINESS Fr 16 2 12.50 5 10.00 9 12.00 
So 17 3 17.65 8 47.06 6 35.29 
Jr 49 5 10.20 9 18.37 35 71.43 
sr 28 4 14.29 7 25.00 17 60.71 
TOTALS 110 14 12.73 29 26.36 67 60.91 
DESIGN Fr 22 5 22.73 5 22.73 12 54.55 
SO 20 5 25.00 5 25.00 10 50.00 
Jr 38 7 18.42 12 31.58 19 50.00 
sr 13 1 7.69 5 38.46 7 53.85 
TOTALS 93 18 19.35 27 29.03 48 51.61 
EDUCATION Fr 6 2 33.33 0 0.00 4 66.67 
SO 34 4 11.76 14 41.18 16 47.06 
Jr 51 7 13.73 16 31.37 28 54.90 
sr 45 5 11.11 8 17.78 32 71.11 
TOTALS 136 18 13.24 38 27.94 80 58.82 
ENGINEERING Fr 61 12 19.67 8 13.11 41 67.21 
SO 35 4 11.43 8 22.86 23 65.71 
Jr 31 5 16.13 8 25.81 18 58.06 
Sr 57 11 19.30 17 29.82 29 50.88 
TOTALS 184 32 17.39 41 22.28 111 60.33 
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Table 6. (continued) 
DIS- N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/R 
FAMILY & Fr 2 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 100.00 
CONSUMER So 5 2 40.00 2 40.00 1 20.00 
SCIENCES JC 3 0 0.00 1 33.33 2 66.67 
Sr 13 2 15.38 2 15.38 9 69.23 
TOTALS 23 4 17.39 5 21.74 14 60.87 
LIBERAL Fr 54 13 24.07 14 25.93 27 50.00 
ARTS AND SO 34 6 17.65 12 35.29 16 47.06 
SCIENCES Jr 52 7 13.46 17 32.69 28 53.85 
sr 58 7 12.07 16 27.59 35 60.34 
TOTALS 198 33 16.67 59 29.80 106 53.54 
TOTAL Fr 177 37 20.90 35 19.77 105 59.32 
TOTAL SO 172 31 18.02 55 31.98 86 50.00 
TOTAL Jr 261 38 14.56 77 29.50 146 55.94 
TOTAL sr 252 34 13.49 69 27.38 149 59.13 
TOTALS 862 140 16.24 236 27.38 486 56.38 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 6: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 37 28.75 35 48.46 105 99.79 177 
SO 31 27.94 55 47.09 86 96.97 172 
Jr 38 42.39 77 71.46 146 147.15 261 
Sr 34 40.93 69 68.99 149 142.08 252 
5TALS 140 236 486 862 




["If an instructor is teaching poorly, department 
heads will listen to my complaints."] 
The question relates to a student's right to be heard 
when he/she feels classroom instruction is deficient in 
some way. To "agree" with this statement would demonstrate 
a perception that this right was protected; to "disagree" 
would demonstrate a perception that the right to adequate 
instruction was not protected. Table 7 shows the results 
for this question. 
The highest percentage of a class within a College to 
agree was Agriculture seniors at 20.51% (ignoring any class 
where N < 6). The lowest to agree was the sophomore class 
in the same college with 3.70%. 
The most notable aspect regarding this question was 
the disagreement of over 40% of all students. More than 4 
students out of 10, across all classes and colleges felt 
that their right to be heard concerning poor teaching was 
not being respected. The highest percentage of 
disagreement by class within the colleges was Engineering 
juniors with 57.89%. Across all colleges, seniors were the 
class with highest disagreement at 49.80%; next was juniors 
at 46.74%; next was sophomores at 37.79% and finally, 
freshmen at 20.90%. 
It is notable that the percentages of disagreement 
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Table 7. Response to Question No. 24 
"IF AN INSTRUCTOR IS TEACHING POORLY, DEPARTMENT HEADS WILL LISTEN TO MY 
COMPLAINTS. " 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 3 18.75 4 25.00 9 56.25 
So 27 1 3.70 12 44.44 14 51.85 
Jr 37 7 18.92 20 54.05 10 27.03 
sr 39 8 20.51 22 56.41 9 23.08 
TOTALS 119 19 15.97 58 48.74 42 35.29 
BUSINESS Fr 16 2 12.50 4 10.00 10 12.00 
so 17 2 11.76 9 52.94 6 35.29 
Jr 49 4 8.16 20 40.82 25 51.02 
sr 28 3 10.71 14 50.00 11 39.29 
TOTALS 110 11 10.00 47 42.73 52 • 47.27 
DESIGN Fr 22 3 13.64 5 22.73 14 63.64 
So 20 2 10.00 5 25.00 13 65.00 
Jr 38 3 7.89 21 55.26 14 36.84 
sr 13 1 7.69 6 46.15 6 46.15 
TOTALS 93 9 9.68 37 39.78 47 50.54 
EDUCATION Fr 6 0 0.00 1 16.67 5 83.33 
So 34 5 14.71 9 26.47 20 58.82 
Jr 51 6 11.76 26 50.98 19 37.25 
sr 45 6 13.33 21 46.67 18 40.00 
TOTALS 136 17 12.50 57 41.91 62 45.59 
ENGINEERING Fr 61 9 14.75 9 14.75 43 70.49 
SO 35 3 8.57 13 37.14 19 54.29 
Jr 31 2 6.45 13 41.94 16 51.61 
sr 57 10 17.54 33 57.89 14 24.56 
TOTALS 184 24 13.04 68 36.96 92 50.00 
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Table 7. (continued) 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
FAMILY & Fr 2 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 100.00 
CONSUMER So 5 1 20.00 1 20.00 3 60.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 1 33.33 1 33.33 1 33.33 
Sr 13 4 30.77 5 38.46 4 30.77 
TOTALS 23 6 26.09 7 30.43 10 43.48 
LIBERAL Fr 54 9 16.67 14 25.93 31 57.41 
ARTS AND so 34 3 8.82 16 47.06 15 44.12 
SCIENCES Jr 52 9 17.31 21 40.38 22 42.31 
Sr 58 7 12.07 25 43.10 26 44.83 
TOTALS 198 28 14.14 76 38.38 94 47.47 
TOTAL Fr 177 26 14.69 37 20.90 114 64.41 
TOTAL So 172 17 9.88 65 37.79 90 52.33 
TOTAL Jr 261 32 12.26 122 46.74 107 41.00 
TOTAL sr 253 39 15.42 126 49.80 88 34.78 
TOTALS 863 114 13.21 350 40.56 399 46.23 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 7: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 26 23.38 37 71.78 114 81.83 177 
So 17 22.72 65 69.76 90 79.52 172 
Jr 32 34.48 122 105.85 107 120.67 261 
sr 39 33.42 126 102.61 88 116.97 253 
TOTALS 114 350 399 863 
CHI-SQUARE 1 » 50.57 * D/P = 6 
laaamaaa 
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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increased from freshman to senior. Perhaps this can be 
attributed to increased exposure to the potential problem, 
as the student progresses in his/her college career from 
freshman to senior. 
The calculation for the totals in Table 6 show a 
value of 50.57. This is statistically significant at the 
.05 level. The most apparent imbalances between observed 
frequencies and expected frequencies occur in the freshman 
and senior classes, with moderate imbalances in the 
sophomore and junior "disagree" and "don't know" 
categories. 
Question 26 
["I complete formal course evaluation questionnaires 
each semester."] 
Part of a student's right to be heard involves courses 
taken and instructors involved in the teaching of those 
courses. It closely parallels Question 24 (the previous 
question). One of the ways a student can register his/her 
displeasure with not only course content, but also 
instructor teaching effectiveness, is through use of 
course/instructor evaluation questionnaires. An "agree" 
answer to this question indicates that the right to be 
heard is protected; a "disagree" indicates that the right 
to be heard may be violated. The tabulated results for 
this question are found in Table 8. 
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Table 8. Response to Question No. 26 
"I COMPLETE FORMAL COURSE EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRES EACH SEMESTER." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 6 37 .50 1 6 .25 9 56 .25 
So 27 22 81 .48 2 7 .41 3 11 .11 
Jr 37 27 72 .97 9 24 .32 1 2 .70 
sr 39 35 89 .74 4 10 .26 0 0 .00 
TOTALS 119 90 75 .63 16 13 .45 13 10 .92 
BUSINESS Fr 16 7 43 .75 4 10 .00 5 12 .00 
so 17 14 82 .35 1 5 .88 2 11 .76 
Jr 49 40 81 .63 6 12 .24 3 6 .12 
sr 28 23 82 .14 4 14 .29 1 3 .57 
TOTALS 110 84 76 .36 15 13 .64 11 10 .00 
DESIGN Fr 22 5 22, .73 2 9 .09 15 68, .18 
so 19 16 84. 21 3 15, .79 0 0, .00 
Jr 38 30 78. ,95 7 18, .42 1 2. 63 
sr 13 10 76. ,92 3 23, .08 0 0. 00 
TOTALS 92 61 66. 30 15 16. ,30 16 17. 39 




33 1 16. ,67 0 0. 00 
SO 34 27 79. 41 2 5. 88 5 14. ,71 
Jr 51 42 82. 35 4 7. 84 5 9. 80 
Sr 45 38 84. 44 5 11. 11 2 4. 44 
TOTALS 136 112 82. 35 12 8. 82 12 8. 82 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 34 54. 84 0 0. 00 28 45. 16 
SO 35 29 82. 86 2 5. 71 4 11. 43 
Jr 31 24 77. 42 4 12. 90 3 9. 68 
sr 57 46 80. 70 9 15. 79 2 3. 51 
TOTALS 185 133 71. 89 15 8. 11 37 20. 00 
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Table 8. (continued) 





FAMILY & Fr 2 1 50.00 0 0.00 1 50.00 
CONSUMER So 5 3 60.00 0 0.00 2 40.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 2 66.67 1 33.33 0 0.00 
sr 13 12 92.31 1 7.69 0 0.00 
TOTALS 23 18 78.26 2 8.70 3 13.04 
LIBERAL Fr 54 18 33.33 6 11.11 30 55.56 
ARTS AND So 34 24 70.59 6 17.65 4 11.76 
SCIENCES Jr 52 43 82.69 8 15.38 1 1.92 
Sr 58 52 89.66 6 10.34 0 0.00 
TOTALS 198 137 69.19 26 13.13 35 17.68 
TOTAL Fr 178 76 42.70 14 7.87 88 49.44 
TOTAL so 171 135 78.95 16 9.36 20 11.70 
TOTAL Jr 261 208 79.69 39 14.94 14 5.36 
TOTAL sr 253 216 85.38 32 12.65 5 1.98 
TOTALS 863 635 73.58 101 11.70 127 14.72 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 8: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 76 130 .97 14 20.83 88 26.19 178 
SO 135 125 .82 16 20.01 20 25.16 171 
Jr 208 192 .05 39 30.55 14 38.41 261 
sr 216 186 .16 32 29.61 5 37.23 253 
TOTALS 635 101 127 863 
CHI-SQUARE = 225.73 * D/F » 6 
•STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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By class within a college, the highest percentage 
agreement was Family and Consumer Sciences seniors with 
92.31% agreement. Close behind were Agriculture seniors 
with 89.74% agreement. The highest percentage disagreement 
occurred with Design seniors with 23.08% (involving 3 
participants) (again ignoring categories with N < 6). 
A significant number of participants answered "not 
applicable or don't know" to this question. Across all 
colleges and all classes, 14.72% of the participants 
answered in this category. Perhaps this suggests that many 
students simply are not aware that such questionnaires are 
completed each semester. Or, it may simply suggest that 
such questionnaires are voluntary, and students may not be 
required to complete them. It is arguable that differences 
in these parameters may result in differences in 
perceptions, and hence, differences in percentages. 
However, the data in this study cannot distinguish between 
the various possibilities. In any event, the total 
number of students so answering, may suggest some 
followup study or examination in this area. 
Question 29 
["If I am placed on academic probation, I can appeal 
get a fair decision."] 
This question is somewhat related to Question 7 (which 
related to appeal from a grade disagreed with). Here, is 
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the student's right to be heard adequately respected in the 
appeal process from being placed on academic probation — 
one step removed from the appeal process relative to an 
individual grade that the student disagrees with. 
Table 9 describes the students' perceptions relative 
to this question. To agree would indicate that the 
student's perception is that his/her rights are protected. 
To disagree is to perceive that, perhaps, a fair decision 
would not be reached, and the right of the student is not 
being protected. 
Again, as in some past questions, there is a very high 
response in the "not applicable or don't know" category. 
Such responses ranged, overall, from 84.80% (highest) in 
the sophomore class to 75% (lowest) in the senior class. 
Perhaps this means that no such direct experience has been 
encountered by those participants, and they have no 
perception at all in this respect. That appears to be the 
case for more than 3 out of every 4 student/participants. 
For those participants that did have a perception 
relative to this question, 14.52% agreed (rights protected) 
and 5.57% disagreed (rights not protected). It would be 
logical to combine, the "agree" category and the "don't 
know" category, for purposes of discussion, since only 
those that "disagreed" have any perception that their 
rights are violated in the area of this question. If that 
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Table 9. Response to Question No. 29 
"IF 1 AM PLACED ON ACADEMIC PROBATION, I CAN APPEAL . AND GET A FAIR DECISION." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE; CLASS N AGREE a AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 1 6.25 0 0.00 15 93.75 
So 27 0 0.00 3 11.11 24 88.89 
Jr 37 9 24.32 4 10.81 24 64.86 
sr 39 5 12.82 4 10.26 30 76.92 
TOTALS 119 15 12.61 11 9.24 93 78.15 
BUSINESS Fr 16 2 12.50 1 10.00 13 12.00 
so 17 1 5.88 3 17.65 13 76.47 
Jr 49 4 8.16 1 2.04 44 89.80 
sr 28 8 28.57 2 7.14 18 64.29 
TOTALS 110 15 13.64 7 6.36 88 80.00 
DESIGN Fr 22 4 18.18 0 0.00 18 81.82 
so 20 • 4 20.00 1 5.00 15 75.00 
Jr 38 5 13.16 2 5.26 31 81.58 
sr 13 1 7.69 2 15.38 10 76.92 
TOTALS 93 14 15.05 5 5.38 74 79.57 
EDUCATION Fr 6 2 33.33 0 0.00 4 66.67 
SO 34 5 14.71 2 5.88 27 79.41 
Jr 51 14 27.45 1 1.96 36 70.59 
sr 44 12 27.27 2 4.55 30 68.13 
TOTALS 135 33 24.44 5 3.70 97 71.85 
ENGINEERING Fr 61 2 3.28 1 1.64 58 95.08 
SO 35 3 8.57 0 0.00 32 91.43 
Jr 31 2 6.45 2 6.45 27 87.10 
sr 57 8 14.04 4 7.02 45 78.95 
TOTALS 184 15 8.15 7 3.80 162 88.04 
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Table 9. (continued) 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K « 
FAMILY & Fr 2 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 100.00 
CONSUMER so 4 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 100.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 1 33.33 0 0.00 2 66.67 
sr 13 4 30.77 1 7.69 8 61.54 
TOTALS 22 5 22.73 1 4.55 16 72.73 
LIBERAL Fr 54 13 24.07 3 5.56 38 70.37 
ARTS AND so 34 1 2.94 3 8.82 30 88.24 
SCIENCES Jr 52 10 19.23 0 0.00 42 80.77 
sr 58 4 6.90 6 10.34 48 82.76 
TOTALS 198 28 14.14 12 6.06 158 79.80 
TOTAL Fr 177 24 13.56 5 2.82 148 83.62 
TOTAL So 171 14 8.19 12 7.02 145 84.80 
TOTAL Jr 261 45 17.24 10 3.83 206 78.93 
TOTAL sr 252 42 16.67 21 8.33 189 75.00 
TOTALS 861 125 14.52 48 5.57 688 79.91 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 9: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 24 25.70 5 9.87 148 141.44 177 
So 14 24.83 12 9.53 145 136.64 171 
Jr 45 37.89 10 14.55 206 208.56 261 
sr 42 36.59 21 14.05 189 201.37 252 
TOTALS 125 48 688 861 
CHI-SQUARE = 16.48 * D/F " 6 
s saaaaaa 
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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were done, over 94% of the students did not perceive any 
problem with their rights. That's a very high number (813 
out of 861) and tends to indicate a small problem at Iowa 
State University. 
calculations for the totals in Table 9 indicate a 
value of 16.48, which is statistically significant at the 
.05 level. That would not be true if we combined "agree" 
with "don't know". In that event, the value would be 
substantially less, and would not be statistically 
significant at the .05 level. 
Question 33 
["If I am accused of a violation of the student 
conduct code, I know my side of the question will be 
listened to and seriously considered."] 
The final question in the series concerning the right 
to be heard specifically deals with the student's 
perception of his/her "side" of the alleged conduct 
violation accusation being not only heard by the 
appropriate body, but being seriously considered by that 
body in making a decision in the matter. A response of 
"agree" indicates that the student's perception is that 
his/her rights are being respected, and a "disagree" 
response indicates that such rights are being violated. 
Table 10 sets forth the results of the study regarding 
this question. As with several of the prior questions, 
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Table 10. Response to Question No. 33 
"IF I AM ACCUSED OF A VIOLATION OF THE STUDENT CONDUCT CODE, I KNOW MY 
SIDE OF THE QUESTION WILL BE LISTENED TO AND SERIOUSLY CONSIDERED." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 3 18 .75 2 12 .50 11 68 .75 
So 27 6 22 .22 4 14 .81 17 62 .96 
Jr 37 11 29 .73 8 21 .62 18 48 .65 
Sr 39 3 7 .69 8 20 .51 28 71 .79 
TOTALS 119 23 19 .33 22 18 .49 74 62 .18 
BUSINESS Fr 16 5 31 .25 3 10 .00 8 12 .00 
SO 17 3 17 .65 4 23 .53 10 58 .82 
Jr 49 3 6 .12 9 18 .37 37 75 .51 
sr 28 6 21, .43 5 17 .86 17 60 .71 
TOTALS 110 17 15, .45 21 19, .09 72 65 .45 
DESIGN Fr 22 4 18, .18 4 18. 18 14 63 .64 
so 20 5 25. ,00 3 15, .00 12 60. 00 
Jr 38 8 21. 05 7 18, .42 23 60. 53 
sr 13 2 15. 38 3 23, .08 8 61. 54 
TOTALS 93 19 20. 43 17 18. 28 57 61. 29 
EDUCATION Fr 6 2 33. 33 1 16. 67 3 50. 00 
so 33 4 12. 12 3 9. 09 26 78. 79 
Jr 51 13 25. 49 7 13. 73 31 60. 78 
sr 44 9 20. 45 2 4. 55 33 75. 00 
TOTALS 134 28 20. 90 13 9. 70 93 69. 40 
ENGINEERING Fr 61 8 13. 11 6 9. 84 47 77. 05 
so 35 6 17. 14 2 5. 71 27 77. 14 
Jr 31 7 22. 58 8 25. 81 16 51. 61 
sr 57 12 21. 05 13 22. 81 32 56. 14 
TOTALS 184 33 17. 93 29 15. 76 122 66. 30 
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Table 10. (continued) 




















0 .00  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
38.46 
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
33.33 
7.69 
100 .00  
100 .00  
66.67 
53.85 
TOTALS 23 21.74 8.70 16 69.57 
LIBERAL Fr 54 19 35.19 5 9.26 30 55.56 
ARTS AND So 34 12 35.29 7 20.59 15 44.12 
SCIENCES Jr 51 13 25.49 4 7.84 34 66.67 
Sr 58 8 13.79 11 18.97 39 67.24 
TOTALS 197 52 26.40 27 13.71 118 59.90 
TOTAL Pr 177 41 23.16 21 11.86 115 64.97 
TOTAL so 171 36 21.05 23 13.45 112 65.50 
TOTAL Jr 260 55 21.15 44 16.92 161 61.92 
TOTAL Sr 252 45 17.86 43 17.06 164 65.08 
TOTALS 860 177 20.58 131 15.23 552 64.19 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 10t 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Pr 41 36.43 21 26.96 115 113.61 177 
80 36 35.19 23 26.05 112 109.76 171 
Jr 55 53.51 44 39.60 161 166.88 260 
Sr 45 51.87 43 38.39 164 161.75 252 
TOTALS 177 131 552 860 
CHI-SQUARE ' a 4.56 D/F • 6 
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there is a high raw response in the "not applicable or 
don't know" category, although not as high as in 
previous questions. By class within colleges, the highest 
"agree" response was Family and Consumer Sciences seniors 
with 38.46% (5 participants) while the lowest such response 
was 6.12% in the Business junior class (ignoring any class 
with N < 6). The highest "disagree" response was 
Engineering juniors with 25.81% (7 participants). 
Across colleges, by class the highest "disagree" 
response was seniors with 17.06%, while the highest "agree" 
response was freshmen with 23.16%. 
The calculation for this question indicated a 
value of 4.56, which is not statistically significant. 
Summary: The Right to be Heard 
Nine questions are included in this category. These 
are questions 1, 7, 11, 14, 23, 24, 26, 29 and 33. All 
have to do with the student's right to be heard in 
connection with various aspects of college, including 
cancellation of classes, assignment of grades the student 
does not agree with, appeal procedures relative to grades, 
academic probation and student conduct code violations, 
major spending by the University, living arrangements, poor 
teaching and course evaluations. Of the nine questions, 
six produced values that were statistically 
significant at the .05 level (#s 1, 7, 14, 24, 26 and 29). 
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The remaining three (#11, 23 and 33) were not statistically 
significant at the .05 level. 
Because this survey specifically addressed educational 
consumer rights, and because the literature and judicial 
opinions specifically indicated that certain rights 
belonged to students, it appears important, in this 
investigator's judgment, that ANY perception on the 
part of students was a potential indicator of rights 
violations. Consequently, much can be learned from the 
percentages of students answering the questions in the 
various categories, as set forth in the tables accompanying 
discussion of the various questions. For example, more 
than half the students participating in the study felt that 
their right to be heard in connection with major spending 
by Iowa State University was not being respected. This may 
indicate a potential problem. As another example, relative 
to question #7 (appeal of a grade not acceptable to the 
student) exactly 27.05% perceived an appeal would yield a 
just result, and exactly 27.05% perceived that a just 
result was not to be expected. The remainder of the 
students did not have a perception in this respect. 
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The Right to be Safe (Physical) 
Question 3 
["Instructional equipment in my courses and labs has 
been safe."] 
This question has to do with physical safety in the 
use of course and laboratory equipment. Table 11 sets out 
the tabulated results for this question. 
Approximately three out of every four students across 
all colleges and classes perceived that such equipment has 
been safe. The response "agree" signifies that this right 
has been/is protected. The response "disagree" signifies 
that such right is not protected at Iowa State or is being 
violated. The relatively large "agree" response (74.22%) 
tends to indicate that there is not a large problem in this 
respect. 
By class in specific Colleges, the highest percentage 
of "disagree" response was Agriculture juniors with a 
16.22% disagree response (6 participants). The lowest such 
response was 0.00% in seven classes: Business juniors. 
Design freshmen and sophomores, Education freshmen, and 
Family and Consumer Sciences freshmen, sophomores and 
juniors. 
Despite the relatively low numbers of participants 
indicating that instructional equipment was unsafe, the 
calculations for the totals in Table 11 shows a value 
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Table 11. Response to Question No. 3 
"INSTRUCTIONAL EQUIPMENT IN MY COURSES AND LABS HAS BEEN SAFE." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE « AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 11 68 .75 1 6 .25 4 25 .00 
SO 27 24 88 .89 3 11 .11 0 0 .00 
Jr 37 31 83 .78 6 16 .22 0 0 .00 
sr 39 34 87 .18 4 10 .26 1 2 .56 
TOTALS 119 100 84 .03 14 11 .76 5 4 .20 
BUSINESS Fr 16 9 56 .25 1 10 .00 6 12 .00 
So 18 10 55 .56 2 11 .11 6 33 .33 
Jr 49 36 73 .47 0 0 .00 13 26 .53 
sr 28 19 67 .86 1 3 .57 8 28 .57 
TOTALS 111 74 66 .67 4 3 .60 33 29 .73 
DESIGN Fr 22 17 77, .27 0 0, .00 5 22 .73 
So 20 17 85. 00 0 0, .00 3 15, .00 
Jr 38 30 78, .95 3 7, .89 5 13, .16 
sr 14 10 71. 43 2 14. ,29 2 14. 29 
TOTALS 94 74 78. ,72 5 5. ,32 15 15. ,96 
EDUCATION Fr 6 5 83. ,33 0 0. ,00 1 16. 67 
So 33 23 69. 70 1 3. 03 9 27. 27 
Jr 51 34 66. 67 6 11. 76 11 21. 57 
sr 45 40 88. 89 3 6. 67 2 4. 44 
TOTALS 135 102 75. 56 10 7. 41 23 17. 04 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 39 62. 90 4 6. 45 19 30. 65 
so 35 33 94. 29 1 2. 86 1 2. 86 
Jr 31 29 93. 55 1 3. 23 1 3. 23 
sr 57 49 85. 96 6 10. 53 2 3. 51 
TOTALS 185 150 81. 08 12 6. 49 23 12. 43 
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Table 11. (continued) 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
FAMILY & Fr 2 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 100.00 
CONSUMER SO S 3 60.00 0 0.00 2 40.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 3 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 
Sr 13 10 76.92 2 15.38 1 7.69 
TOTALS 23 16 69.57 2 8.70 5 21.74 
LIBERAL Fr 34 26 48.15 2 3.70 26 48.15 
ARTS AND So 34 22 64.71 2 5.88 10 29.41 
SCIENCES Jr 52 33 63.46 7 13.46 12 23.08 
Sr 58 45 77.59 6 10.34 7 12.07 
TOTALS 198 126 63.64 17 8.59 55 27.78 
TOTAL Fr 178 107 60.11 8 4.49 63 35.39 
TOTAL so 172 132 76.74 9 5.23 31 18.02 
TOTAL Jr 261 196 75.10 23 8.81 42 16.09 
TOTAL sr 254 207 81.50 24 9.45 23 9.06 
TOTALS 865 642 74.22 64 7.40 159 18.38 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 11: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 107 132.11 8 13.17 63 32.72 178 
so 132 127.66 9 12.73 31 31.62 172 
Jr 196 193.71 23 19.31 42 47.98 261 
sr 207 188.52 24 18.79 23 46.69 254 
TOTALS 642 64 159 865 
CHI-SQUARE • 52.83 * D/F = 6 
• 
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of 52.83, which is statistically significant the .05 
level. This is primarily due to imbalance in the freshman 
and senior classes; less freshmen were observed in the 
"agree" category than expected. On the other hand, more 
were observed than expected in the "not applicable or don't 
know" category. The reverse is true in the senior class 
totals. 
Question 6 
["If a crime occurs, campus security personnel 
carefully investigate, and if I am involved, I am informed 
of the outcome of the investigation if and when such 
information is available."] 
The results for this question appear in Table 12. 
This has to do with the quality of criminal 
investigation and results thereof learned (or reported to) 
those students involved either directly or indirectly. 
There appears to be a relatively high number of responses 
in the "not applicable or don't know" category. Across all 
classes and colleges, 653 participants responded in this 
category. That indicates a total of 75.49%, or three out 
of every four student participants, had no perception at 
all in this area. Perhaps that is explainable, as in some 
earlier questions, by those students having no experience 
regarding criminal activity, either directly or indirectly, 
and therefore having no perception. They simply "don't 
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Table 12. Response to Question No. 6 
"IF A CRIME OCCURS, CAMPUS SECURITY PERSONNEL CAREFULLY INVESTIGATE, AND 
IF I AM INVOLVED, I AM INFORMED OF THE OUTCOME OF THE INVESTIGATION IF 
AND WHEN SUCH INFORMATION IS AVAILABLE." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 0 0 .00 1 6 .25 15 93 .75 
So 27 3 11 .11 3 11 .11 21 77 .78 
Jr 37 9 24 .32 6 16 .22 22 59 .46 
sr 39 5 12 .82 5 12 .82 29 74 .36 
TOTALS 119 17 14 .29 15 12 .61 87 73 .11 
BUSINESS Fr 16 1 6 .25 1 10 .00 14 12 .00 
So 18 3 16 .67 5 27 .78 10 55 .56 
Jr 49 6 12 .24 6 12 .24 37 75 
tn 
sr 28 5 17 .86 6 21 .43 17 60 .71 
TOTALS 111 15 13 .51 18 16 .22 78 70 .27 
DESIGN Fr 22 2 9 .09 4 18 .18 16 72 .73 
so 20 4 20 .00 4 20 .00 12 60, .00 
Jr 38 1 2 .63 10 26 .32 27 71, .05 
Sr 14 2 14, .29 3 21. 43 9 64. 29 
TOTALS 94 9 9, .57 21 22. 34 64 68. 09 
EDUCATION Fr 6 1 16. 67 0 0. 00 5 83. 33 
so 33 0 0. ,00 5 1 5 .  15 28 8 4 ,  85 
Jr 51 3 5. ,88 9 17. 65 39 76. ,47 
sr 45 6 13. ,33 3 6. ,67 36 80. 00 
TOTALS 135 10 7. 41 17 12. 59 108 80. 00 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 3 4. 84 4 6. 45 55 88. 71 
So 35 3 8. 57 2 5. 71 30 85. 71 
Jr 31 3 9. 68 5 16. 13 23 74. 19 
sr 57 5 8. 77 13 22. 81 39 68. 42 
TOTALS 185 14 7. 57 24 12. 97 147 79. 46 
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Table 12. (continued) 





FAMILY & Fr 2 0 0 .00 0 0 .00 2 100 .00 
CONSUMER So 5 2 40 .00 0 0 .00 3 60 .00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 0 0 .00 0 0 .00 3 100 .00 
sr 13 1 7 .69 2 15 .38 10 76 .92 
TOTALS 23 3 13, .04 2 8. 70 18 78, .26 
LIBERAL Fr 54 4 7, .41 5 9, ,26 45 83. 33 
ARTS AND So 34 4 11. 76 7 20. 59 23 67. ,65 
SCIENCES Jr 52 3 5. ,77 8 15. 38 41 78. ,85 
sr 58 6 10. ,34 10 17. 24 42 72. ,41 
TOTALS 198 17 8. ,59 30 15. 15 151 76. 26 
TOTAL Fr 178 11 6.18 15 8.43 152 85.39 
TOTAL SO 172 19 11.05 26 15.12 127 73.84 
TOTAL Jr 261 25 9.58 44 16.86 192 73.56 
TOTAL sr 254 30 11.81 42 16.54 182 71.65 
TOTALS 865 85 9.83 127 14.68 653 75.49 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 12t 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 11 17.49 15 26.13 152 134.37 178 
So 19 16.90 26 25.25 127 129.85 172 
Jr 25 25.65 44 38.32 192 197.03 261 
sr 30 24.96 42 37.29 182 191.75 254 
TOTALS 85 127 653 865 
CHI-SQUARE 1 • 12.90 * D/F • 6 
snaaiasssi SBB 
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know" because it has not happened to them. 
This indicates that only one out of every four 
students in this study has had any contact (in order to 
form a perception) with criminal activity at all, whether 
as participant, victim, or bystander. These numbers tend 
to indicate a relatively safe campus. 
Of the participants that had some perception (those 
that answered "agree" to this question, indicating a 
perception that student rights were protected), the highest 
response by class and college was Design sophomores with 
20.00% (4 participants). The highest "disagree" response 
(indicating a perception of rights violation) was Business 
sophomores, with 27.78% (5 participants). 
On the basis of class level across colleges, the 
highest "agree" response was 11.81% by seniors, and the 
highest "disagree" response was 16.86% by juniors. 
Based on class totals, the calculation showed a 
value of 12.90, which is statistically significant at the 
.05 level. The primary imbalance occurred in the freshman 
and senior classes. 
/ 
Question 9 
["Campus walkways are adequately lighted for safe 
nighttime use by students."] 
Tabulated results for this question appear in Table 
13. A positive response of "agree" indicates a perception 
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Table 13. Response to Question No. 9 
"CAMPUS WALKWAYS ARE ADEQUATELY LIGHTED FOR SAFE NIGHTTIME USE BY STUDENTS." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K « 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 7 43.75 9 56.25 0 0.00 
So 27 17 62.96 9 33.33 1 3.70 
Jr 37 19 51.35 17 45.95 1 2.70 
sr 39 20 51.28 19 48.72 0 0.00 
TOTALS 119 63 52.94 54 45.38 2 1.68 
BUSINESS Fr 16 8 50.00 7 10.00 1 12.00 
SO 18 8 44.44 8 44.44 2 11.11 
Jr 49 22 44.90 25 51.02 2 4.08 
sr 28 11 39.29 16 57.14 1 3.57 
TOTALS 111 49 44.14 56 50.45 6 5.41 
DESIGN Fr 22 14 63.64 8 36.36 0 0.00 
so 20 10 50.00 10 50.00 0 0.00 
Jr 38 6 15.79 30 78.95 2 5.26 
Sr 13 4 30.77 8 61.54 1 7.69 
TOTALS 93 34 36.56 56 60.22 3 3.23 
EDUCATION Fr 6 5 83.33 1 16.67 0 0.00 
So 33 13 39.39 18 54.55 2 6.06 
Jr 51 17 33.33 30 58.82 4 7.84 
sr 45 16 35.56 25 55.56 4 8.89 
TOTALS 135 51 37.78 74 54.81 10 7.41 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 40 64.52 19 30.65 3 4.84 
So 35 23 65.71 10 28.57 2 5.71 
Jr 31 16 51.61 14 45.16 1 3.23 
Sr 57 30 52.63 23 40.35 4 7.02 
TOTALS 185 109 58.92 66 35.68 10 5.41 
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Table 13. (continued) 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
FAMILY & Fr 2 0 0.00 2 100.00 0 0.00 
CONSUMER SO 5 1 20.00 4 80.00 0 0.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 2 66.67 1 33.33 0 0.00 
sr 13 4 30.77 9 69.23 0 0.00 
TOTALS 23 7 30.43 16 69.57 0 0.00 
LIBERAL Fr 54 33 61.11 19 35.19 2 3.70 
ARTS AND So 34 20 58.82 12 35.29 2 5.88 
SCIENCES Jr 52 14 26.92 34 65.38 4 7.69 
Sr 58 20 34.48 34 58.62 4 6.90 
TOTALS 198 87 43.94 99 50.00 12 6.06 
TOTAL Fr 178 107 60.11 65 36.52 6 3.37 
TOTAL so 172 92 53.49 71 41.28 9 5.23 
TOTAL Jr 261 96 36.78 151 57.85 14 5.36 
TOTAL sr 253 105 41.50 134 52.96 14 5.53 
TOTALS 864 400 46.30 421 48.73 43 4.98 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 13: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 107 82.41 65 86.73 6 8.86 178 
so 92 79.63 71 83.81 9 8.56 172 
Jr 96 120.83 151 127.18 14 12.99 261 
Sr 105 117.13 134 123.28 14 12.59 253 
TOTALS 400 421 43 864 
CHI-SQUARE = 29.60 • D/F =• 6 
aamaaaat 
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that the physical safety of students is protected in the 
nighttime use of campus walkways by students; a negative 
response of "disagree" indicates the contrary. 
The highest "agree" response by class within colleges 
was Education freshmen with 83.33%. Lowest similar 
response was Design juniors at 15.79%. The highest 
"disagree" response was Design juniors with 78.95% 
(ignoring any class where N < 6). 
By class level across colleges, highest "agree" 
response was freshmen with 60.11% and lowest was juniors 
with 36.78%. 
It is notable that very few students answered in the 
"not applicable or don't know" category. Only 43 of 864 
fell in this category for 4.98%. The remainder fell in the 
"agree" with 400 of 864 for 46.30%, and "disagree" with 421 
of 864 for 48.73%. Conseguently, of those participants who 
had a perception, nearly half (400 of 821) or 48.72% 
perceived that campus walkways were not safe for nighttime 
use by students. This may indicate a potential problem for 
this topic and this question. 
caluclation for the totals for this question 
indicate a value of 29.60, which is statistically 
significant at the .05 level. 
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Question 17 
["Campus traffic regulations are adequate for safe 
pedestrian travel."] 
The question is allied to Question 9 just discussed. 
Here the question is as to traffic regulations, and an 
"agree" response indicates protected rights while 
"disagree" indicates potential rights violations. 
The results as to this question are presented in Table 
14. 
Across all colleges and classes, the total "agree" 
response was 56.76% while total "disagree" response was 
40.00%. There appeared a low "don't know" response, only 
3.24% or a total of 28 of 865 participants. 
Within colleges and classes, the highest "agree" 
response was 80.65% by Engineering freshmen (ignoring any 
category where N < 6). The highest "disagree" response was 
Liberal Arts and Sciences sophomores with a 58.82% response 
in this category. 
Based on absolute numbers, there does appear a 
sizeable group of undergraduate students (N = 346) that 
perceive that campus traffic regulations are not safe for 
pedestrial travel. This may indicate a potential problem 
area. 
calculations for this question reveal a value of 
24.29, which is statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 14. Response to Question 17 
"CAMPUS TRAFFIC REGULATIONS ARE ADEQUATE FOR SAFE PEDESTRIAL TRAVEL." 
DIS­ M/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K « 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 12 75 .00 4 25 .00 0 0 .00 
So 27 18 66 .67 8 29 .63 1 3 .70 
Jr 37 22 59 .46 14 37 .84 1 2 .70 
sr 39 16 41 .03 22 56 .41 1 2 .56 
TOTALS 119 68 57, .14 48 40 .34 3 2 .52 
BUSINESS Fr 16 11 68. •75 4 10 .00 1 12, .00 
so 18 9 50, 00 8 44 .44 1 5, .56 
Jr 49 33 67, .35 16 32 .65 0 0, .00 
sr 28 14 50. 00 11 39 .29 3 10. ,71 
TOTALS 111 67 60. ,36 39 35 .14 5 4. ,50 
DESIGN Fr 22 14 63. 64 6 27 .27 2 9. 09 
So 20 11 55. 00 9 45 .00 0 0. 00 
Jr 38 22 57. 89 15 39 .47 1 2. 63 
sr 14 8 57. 14 6 42. 86 0 0. 00 
TOTALS 94 55 58.51 36 38.30 3 3.19 
EDUCATION Fr 6 4 66.67 2 33.33 0 0.00 
SO 33 15 45.45 15 45.45 3 9.09 
Jr 51 23 45.10 28 54.90 0 0.00 
Sr 45 17 37.78 24 53.33 4 8.89 
TOTALS 135 59 43.70 69 51.11 7 5.19 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 50 80.65 10 16.13 2 3.23 
SO 35 25 71.43 10 28.57 0 0.00 
Jr 31 19 61.29 12 38.71 0 , 0.00 
sr 57 38 66.67 19 33.33 0 0.00 
TOTALS 185 132 71.35 51 27.57 2 1.08 
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Table 14. (continued) 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE « AGREE « D/K « 
FAMILY & Fr 2 1 50.00 1 50.00 0 0.00 
CONSUMER so 5 3 60.00 2 40.00 0 0.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 2 66.67 1 33.33 0 0.00 
Sr 13 5 38.46 8 61.54 0 0.00 
TOTALS 23 11 47.83 12 52.17 0 0.00 
LIBERAL Fr 54 32 59.26 20 37.04 2 3.70 
ARTS AND So 34 14 41.18 20 58.82 0 0.00 
SCIENCES Jr 52 28 53.85 22 42.31 2 3.85 
sr 58 25 43.10 29 50.00 4 6.90 
TOTALS 198 99 50.00 91 45.96 8 4.04 
TOTAL Fr 178 124 69.66 47 26.40 7 3.93 
TOTAL So 172 95 55.23 72 41.86 5 2.91 
TOTAL Jr 261 149 57.09 108 41.38 4 1.53 
TOTAL sr 254 123 48.43 119 46.85 12 4.72 
TOTALS 865 491 56.76 346 40.00 28 3.24 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 14: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 124 101.04 47 71.20 7 5.76 178 
SO 95 97.63 72 68.80 5 5.57 172 
Jr 149 148.15 108 104.40 4 8.45 261 
sr 123 144.18 119 101.60 12 8.22 254 
TOTALS 491 346 28 865 
CHI-SQUARE = 24.29 « D/F = 6 
aisn 
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Question 25 
["Campus security personnel appear well trained and 
courteous to me as a student."] 
The question refers to the training, capability and 
courtesy of security personnel; a positive "agree" response 
signifies a perception that rights are respected while a 
negative "disagree" response signifies that there may be a 
lack of rights protection. Results for this question are 
shown in Table 15. 
By college and class, the highest "agree" response was 
Design sophomores with 68.42%, while the highest "disagree" 
response was Design seniors with 46.15%. There is no 
evidence as to why these seemingly opposite responses 
should come from the same college, from the sophomore and 
senior classes. 
Across colleges, by class the highest "agree" response 
was sophomores at 50.59% and the highest "disagree" 
response was the same class, sophomores with 24.71%. 
Apparently there is a sharp division of perception within 
one class. There is no way to determine the reason for 
this from the data obtained. 
The calculations for totals in Table 15 exhibit a 
value of 6.23, which is not statistically significant at 
the .05 level. 
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Table 15. Response to Question No. 25 
"CAMPUS SECURITY PERSONNEL APPEAR WELL TRAINED AND COURTEOUS TO 
MB AS A STUDENT." 
DIS- N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE « AGREE % D/K « 




 1 6 .25 5 31 .25 
SO 27 10 37 .04 10 37 .04 7 25 .93 
Jr 37 14 37 .84 14 37 .84 9 24 .32 
sr 39 15 38 .46 11 28 .21 13 33 .33 
TOTALS 119 49 41 .18 36 30 .25 34 28 .57 
BUSINESS Fr 16 6 37 .50 5 10 .00 5 12 .00 
So 17 8 47 .06 5 29 .41 4 23 .53 
Jr 49 26 53 .06 10 20 .41 13 26 .53 
sr 28 12 42 .86 4 14 .29 12 42 .86 





DESIGN Fr 22 11 50, .00 4 18 .18 7 31 .82 
so 19 13 68, .42 5 26. 32 1 5. 26 
Jr 38 15 39, .47 11 28. 95 12 31. 58 
sr 13 5 38. ,46 6 46. 15 2 15. 38 
TOTALS 92 44 47. 83 26 28. 26 22 23. 91 
EDUCATION Fr 6 3 50, .00 1 16. 67 2 33. 33 
so 33 19 57. 58 6 18. 18 8 24. 24 
Jr 51 21 41. 18 12 23. 53 18 35. 29 
sr 45 22 48. 89 4 8. 89 19 42. 22 
TOTALS 135 65 48. 15 23 17. 04 47 34. 81 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 28 45. 16 12 19. 35 22 35. 48 
so 35 17 48. 57 7 20. 00 11 31. 43 
Jr 31 14 45. 16 9 29. 03 8 25. 81 
sr 57 21 36. 84 21 36. 84 15 26. 32 
TOTALS 185 80 43. 24 49 26. 49 56 30. 27 
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Table 15. (continued) 
C O L L E G E  :  CLA S S  N  A G R E E  % 
D I S ­
A G R E E  % 
N / A  
D / K  % 




1  5 0  . 0 0  
C O N S U M E R  SO 5  2  40  . 0 0  0  0  .0 0  3  6 0  . 0 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  3  1  3 3  . 3 3  0  0  . 0 0  2  6 6  . 6 7  
s r  1 3  5  3 8  . 4 6  3  2 3  . 0 8  5  3 8  . 4 6  
T O T A L S  2 3  9  39  . 1 3  3  1 3  . 0 4  1 1  4 7  . 8 3  
L I B E R A L  F r  5 4  2 4  4 4  . 4 4  1 4  2 5 ,  . 9 3  1 6  2 9 ,  . 6 3  
A R T S  A N D  s o  3 4  1 7  5 0  . 0 0  9  26 .  , 4 7  8  23 ,  . 5 3  
SCIENCES J r  5 2  2 7  5 1  . 9 2  5  9,  . 6 2  2 0  3 8 .  4 6  
s r  5 8  2 4  4 1 .  3 8  1 2  2 0 .  6 9  2 2  3 7 ,  , 9 3  
T O T A L S  1 9 8  9 2  4 6 .  4 6  4 0  2 0 .  2 0  6 6  3 3 .  , 3 3  
T O T A L  F r  1 7 8  8 3  4 6 .  6 3  3 7  2 0 .  7 9  5 8  3 2 .  5 8  
T O T A L  s o  1 7 0  8 6  5 0 ,  , 5 9  4 2  2 4 ,  , 7 1  4 2  2 4 .  , 7 1  
T O T A L  J r  2 6 1  1 1 8  4 5 .  2 1  6 1  2 3 .  3 7  8 2  3 1 .  4 2  
T O T A L  s r  2 5 3  1 0 4  4 1 .  1 1  6 1  2 4 .  1 1  8 8  3 4 .  7 8  
T O T A L S  8 6 2  3 9 1  4 5 .  3 6  2 0 1  2 3 .  3 2  2 7 0  3 1 .  3 2  
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE IS: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
F r  8 3  8 0 . 7 4  3 7  4 1 . 5 1  5 8  5 5 . 7 5  1 7 8  
So 8 6  7 7 . 1 1  4 2  3 9 . 6 4  4 2  5 3 . 2 5  1 7 0  
J r  1 1 8  1 1 8 . 3 9  6 1  6 0 . 8 6  8 2  8 1 . 7 5  2 6 1  
s r  1 0 4  1 1 4 . 7 6  6 1  5 8 . 9 9  8 8  7 9 . 2 5  2 5 3  
OTALS 3 9 1  2 0 1  2 7 0  8 6 2  
CHI-SQUARE - 6 . 2 3  D/P = 6  
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Question 30 
["Regulations for nighttime use of campus buildings 
are adequate for students' use."] 
The question is clearly one of physical safety for 
students. A response of "agree" indicates a perception 
that rights are being protected, while a response of 
"disagree" indicates a perception that rights may be 
violated. The results for this question are shown in Table 
16. 
Ignoring any class where N < 6, the highest response 
of "agree" by class within the Colleges was Business 
freshmen with 68.75%. The lowest "agree" response was 
Design seniors with 23.08%. The highest "disagree" 
response was the same Design seniors class with 61.54%. 
Lowest "disagree" response was Engineering freshmen with 
4.92% (ignoring any class where N < 6). There is no way, 
from the data obtained, that the dichotomy in the Design 
senior class can be explained. 
By class across colleges, the highest "agree" response 
was Freshmen with 58.19%; highest "disagree" response was 
seniors with 30.04%. By absolute totals, 196 students 
"disagreed" with the statement, and therefore felt that 
regulations for nighttime use of campus buildings are not 
adequate to provide for students' safety. This may 
indicate a potential problem. While not nearly a majority. 
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Table 16. Response to Question No. 30 
"REGULATIONS FOR NIGHTTIME USE OF CAMPUS BUILDINGS ARE ADEQUATE FOR 
STUDENTS' SAFETY." 
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E  :  CLA S S  N  A G R E E  % A G R E E  % D / K  « 
A G R I C U L T U R E  F r  1 6  7  4 3  . 7 5  4  2 5  . 0 0  5  3 1  . 2 5  
S o  2 7  1 6  5 9  . 2 6  4  1 4  . 8 1  7  2 5  . 9 3  
J r  3 7  1 5  4 0  . 5 4  1 6  4 3  . 2 4  6  16  . 2 2  
s r  3 9  1 3  3 3  . 3 3  1 0  2 5  . 6 4  1 6  4 1  . 0 3  
T O T A L S  1 1 9  5 1  4 2  . 8 6  3 4  2 8  . 5 7  3 4  2 8  . 5 7  
B U S I N E S S  F r  1 6  1 1  6 8  . 7 5  1  1 0  . 0 0  4  1 2  . 0 0  
SO 1 7  1 1  6 4  . 7 1  5  2 9  . 4 1  1  5  . 8 8  
J r  4 9  2 4  4 8  . 9 8  8  16  . 3 3  1 7  3 4  . 6 9  
S r  2 8  1 2  4 2  . 8 6  8  2 8  . 5 7  8  2 8  . 5 7  
T O T A L S  1 1 0  S B  5 2  . 7 3  2 2  2 0  . 0 0  3 0  2 7  . 2 7  
D E S I G N  F r  2 2  1 4  6 3 .  6 4  2  9  .0 9  6  27 ,  . 2 7  
s o  2 0  1 3  6 5 ,  . 0 0  3  15 .  0 0  4  20 .  0 0  
J r  3 8  1 6  4 2 .  1 1  1 8  4 7 .  3 7  4  10 .  5 3  
s r  1 3  3  2 3 .  0 8  8  6 1 .  5 4  2  15 .  3 8  
T O T A L S  9 3  4 6  4 9 .  4 6  3 1  3 3 .  3 3  1 6  1 7 .  2 0  
E D U C A T I O N  F r  6  4  6 6 .  , 6 7  1  1 6 .  6 7  1  1 6 .  6 7  
s o  3 3  1 4  4 2 .  4 2  7  2 1 .  2 1  1 2  3 6 .  3 6  
J r  5 1  1 9  3 7 .  2 5  9  1 7 .  6 5  2 3  4 5 .  1 0  
s r  4 5  1 6  3 5 .  5 6  1 4  3 1 .  1 1  1 5  3 3 .  3 3  
T O T A L S  1 3 5  5 3  3 9 .  2 6  3 1  2 2 .  9 6  5 1  3 7 .  7 8  
E N G I N E E R I N G  F r  6 1  3 9  6 3 .  9 3  3  4 .  9 2  1 9  3 1 .  1 5  
S o  3 5  1 5  4 2 .  8 6  4  1 1 .  4 3  1 6  4 5 .  7 1  
J r  3 1  1 8  5 8 .  0 6  5  1 6 .  1 3  8  2 5 .  8 1  
s r  5 7  2 4  4 2 .  1 1  1 6  2 8 .  0 7  1 7  2 9 .  8 2  
T O T A L S  1 8 4  9 6  5 2 .  1 7  2 8  1 5 .  2 2  6 0  3 2 .  6 1  
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Table 16. (continued) 





FAMILY S Fr 2  1  5 0  . 0 0  1  5 0  . 0 0  0  0  . 0 0  
CONSUMER so 4  1  2 5  . 0 0  0  0  .0 0  3  7 5  . 0 0  
SCIENCES Jr 3  3  10 0  . 0 0  0  0  .0 0  0  0  . 0 0  
sr 1 3  4  3 0  . 7 7  3  2 3  . 0 8  6  4 6  . 1 5  
TOTALS 2 2  9  4 0  . 9 1  4  1 8  . 1 8  9  4 0  . 9 1  
LIBERAL Fr 5 4  2 7  5 0  . 0 0  7  12  . 9 6  2 0  3 7 .  0 4  
ARTS AND So 3 4  2 0  5 8  . 8 2  6  1 7  . 6 5  8  2 3 .  5 3  
SCIENCES Jr 5 2  2 0  3 8  . 4 6  1 6  3 0  . 7 7  1 6  3 0 ,  , 7 7  
sr 5 8  1 9  3 2  . 7 6  1 7  2 9  . 3 1  2 2  3 7 .  , 9 3  
TOTALS 1 9 8  8 6  4 3  . 4 3  4 6  2 3  . 2 3  6 6  3 3 .  3 3  
TOTAL Fr 1 7 7  1 0 3  5 8  . 1 9  1 9  1 0 .  7 3  . 5 5  3 1 .  0 7  
TOTAL So 1 7 0  9 0  5 2  . 9 4  2 9  1 7  . 0 6  5 1  3 0 .  0 0  
TOTAL Jr 2 6 1  1 1 5  4 4  . 0 6  7 2  2 7 .  5 9  7 4  2 8 .  3 5  
TOTAL sr 2 5 3  9 1  3 5  . 9 7  7 6  3 0 .  0 4  8 6  3 3 .  9 9  
TOTALS 8 6 1  3 9 9  4 6 .  3 4  1 9 6  2 2 .  7 6  2 6 6  3 0 .  8 9  
C H I - S Q U A R E  C A L C U L A T I O N  F O R  T O T A L S  I N  T A B L E  1 6 :  
TOTAL 
OBS 
1 7 7  
1 7 0  
261  
2 5 3  
861 
D I S -  D I S -  N / A  N / A  
A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  D / K  D / K  
O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  
F r  1 0 3  8 2 . 0 2  1 9  4 0 . 2 9  5 5  5 4 . 6 8  
s o  9 0  7 8 . 7 8  2 9  3 8 . 7 0  5 1  5 2 . 5 2  
J r  1 1 5  1 2 0 . 9 5  7 2  5 9 . 4 1  7 4  8 0 . 6 3  
S r  9 1  1 1 7 . 2 4  7 6  5 7 . 5 9  8 6  7 8 . 1 6  
T O T A L S  3 9 9  1 9 6  2 6 6  
C H I - S Q U A R E  =  3 6 . 7 4  *  D / F  
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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it is a total of 22.76% of the participants in this 
study (196 students). This appears to this investigator to 
be a significant total of dissatisfied students for this 
question. 
The calculation for the totals in this table 
shows a value of 36.74, which is statistically significant 
at the .05 level. The major imbalance is in freshmen and 
seniors in the "agree" category, as well as all four 
classes in the "disagree" category. The number of 
participants who answered "not applicable or don't know" 
appear to be about as expected for this question. 
Question 32 
["There is adequate security in my residence so that I 
feel safe living there."] 
The results of this question are shown in Table 17. 
It is significant to note that 213 students out of 864 
answered "not applicable or don't know" to this question. 
It seemed unusual that a student would not know if he/she 
felt safe living in his/her residence. A second 
possibility is that this answer may mean "not applicable" 
due to living off campus, and for that reason, an 
additional analysis of this question was made to determine 
how many of those participants who answered "not applicable 
or don't know" actually live off campus. That analysis 
revealed that of the 213 students so answering, a total of 
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Table 17. Response to Question No. 32 
" T H E R E  I S  A D E Q U A T E  S E C U R I T Y  I K  M Y  R E S I D E N C E  S O  T H A T  I  F E E L  S A F E  
L I V I N G  T H E R E . " .  
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E :  C L A S S  N  A G R E E  % A G R E E  % D / K  « 
A G R I C U L T U R E  F r  1 6  1 3  8 1  . 2 5  1  6  .2 5  2  1 2  . 5 0  
S o  2 7  1 8  6 6  . 6 7  4  1 4  . 8 1  5  1 8  . 5 2  
J r  3 7  2 3  6 2  . 1 6  6  16  . 2 2  8  2 1  . 6 2  
s r  3 9  2 5  6 4  . 1 0  5  1 2  . 8 2  9  2 3  . 0 8  
T O T A L S  1 1 9  7 9  6 6  . 3 9  1 6  1 3  . 4 5  2 4  2 0  . 1 7  
B U S I N E S S  F r  1 6  1 4  8 7  . 5 0  1  1 0  . 0 0  1  1 2  . 0 0  
SO 1 7  1 4  8 2  . 3 5  0  0  .0 0  3  1 7  . 6 5  
J r  4 9  2 3  4 6  . 9 4  7  1 4  . 2 9  1 9  3 8  . 7 8  
s r  2 8  1 7  6 0  . 7 1  3  1 0  . 7 1  8  2 8  . 5 7  
T O T A L S  1 1 0  6 8  6 1 .  8 2  1 1  1 0  . 0 0  3 1  2 3  . 1 8  
D E S I G N  F r  2 2  1 5  6 8 .  1 8  2  9  .0 9  5  2 2  . 7 3  
S o  2 0  1 6  8 0 .  0 0  1  5  .0 0  3  15 .  0 0  
J r  3 8  2 0  5 2 .  6 3  8  21 .  0 5  1 0  2 6 .  3 2  
s r  1 3  7  53 .  8 5  2  15 .  3 8  4  30 .  7 7  
T O T A L S  9 3  5 8  6 2 .  , 3 7  1 3  1 3 .  9 8  2 2  2 3 .  , 6 6  
E D U C A T I O N  F r  6  6  10 0 .  0 0  0  0 .  , 0 0  0  0 .  0 0  
S o  3 4  2 1  6 1 .  , 7 6  4  11 .  , 7 6  9  2 6 .  4 7  
J r  5 1  2 8  5 4 .  9 0  8  15 .  , 6 9  1 5  2 9 .  4 1  
s r  4 5  2 3  5 1 .  1 1  4  8 .  , 8 9  1 8  4 0 .  0 0  
T O T A L S  1 3 6  7 8  5 7 .  3 5  1 6  1 1 .  7 6  4 2  3 0 .  8 8  
ENGINEERING F r  6 2  4 8  7 7 .  4 2  4  6 .  4 5  1 0  1 6 .  1 3  
S o  3 5  2 5  7 1 .  4 3  3  8 .  5 7  7  20 .  0 0  
J r  3 1  2 0  6 4 .  5 2  3  9 .  6 8  8  '25. 8 1  
s r  5 7  3 4  5 9 .  6 5  4  7 .  0 2  1 9  3 3 .  3 3  
T O T A L S  1 8 5  1 2 7  6 8 .  6 5  1 4  7 .  5 7  4 4  2 3 .  7 8  
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Table 17. (continued) 
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E  :  CLA S S  N  A G R E E  « A G R E E  % D / K  % 
F A M I L Y  &  F r  2  1  50 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  1  5 0 . 0 0  
C O N S U M E R  s o  5  5  1 0 0 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  3  2  66 . 6 7  0  0 . 0 0  1  3 3 . 3 3  
s r  1 3  5  38 . 4 6  3  2 3 . 0 8  5  3 8 . 4 6  
T O T A L S  2 3  1 3  5 6 . 5 2  3  1 3 . 0 4  7  3 0 . 4 3  
L I B E R A L  F r  5 4  4 1  7 5 . 9 3  8  1 4 . 8 1  5  9 . 2 6  
A R T S  A N D  s o  3 4  2 6  7 6 . 4 7  6  17 . 6 5  2  5 . 8 8  
S C I E N C E S  J r  5 2  3 3  6 3 . 4 6  8  15 . 3 8  1 1  2 1 . 1 5  
s r  5 8  2 9  5 0 . 0 0  4  6 . 9 0  2 5  4 3 . 1 0  
T O T A L S  1 9 8  1 2 9  6 5 . 1 5  2 6  1 3 . 1 3  4 3  2 1 . 7 2  
T O T A L  F r  1 7 8  1 3 8  7 7 . 5 3  1 6  8 . 9 9  2 4  1 3 . 4 8  
T O T A L  S o  1 7 2  1 2 5  7 2 . 6 7  1 8  1 0 . 4 7  2 9  1 6 . 8 6  
T O T A L  J r  2 6 1  1 4 9  5 7 . 0 9  4 0  1 5 . 3 3  7 2  2 7 . 5 9  
T O T A L  S r  2 5 3  1 4 0  5 5 . 3 4  2 5  9 . 8 8  8 8  3 4 . 7 8  
T O T A L S  8 6 4  5 5 2  6 3 . 8 9  9 9  1 1 . 4 6  2 1 3  2 4 . 6 5  
C H I - S Q U A R E  C A L C U L A T I O N  F O R  T O T A L S  I N  T A B L E  1 7 :  
D I S ­ D I S ­ N / A  N / A  
A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  D / K  D / K  T O T A L  
O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  
F r  1 3 8  1 1 3 . 7 2  1 6  2 0 . 4 0  2 4  4 3 . 8 8  1 7 8  
S o  1 2 5  1 0 9 . 8 9  1 8  1 9 . 7 1  2 9  4 2 . 4 0  1 7 2  
J r  1 4 9  1 6 6 . 7 5  4 0  2 9 . 9 1  7 2  6 4 . 3 4  2 6 1  
s r  1 4 0  1 6 1 . 6 4  2 5  2 8 . 9 9  8 8  6 2 . 3 7  2 5 3  
T O T A L S  5 5 2  9 9  2 1 3  8 6 4  
C B Z - S Q U A R E  =  4 1 . 7 8  # D / F  - 6  
iBBaaaaai aaa 
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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180 actually lived off campus, leaving a total of 33 
students that live in residence halls, university 
apartments, or fraternity or sorority. The data cannot 
discern a reason for this statistic. 
By class within the colleges, the highest response of 
"agree" (indicating a perception that physical safety of 
the student is protected on the campus) was Education 
freshmen with 100.00% (ignoring any class where N < 6) . 
Next was Business freshmen with 87.50%. Lowest response in 
this category was Family and Consumer Sciences seniors with 
38.46%. Across colleges, freshmen felt the safest with 
77.53% and the classes progressed downward in percentages 
from there, with sophomores agreeing at 72.67%, juniors at 
57.09% and seniors at 55.34%. Apparently, according to 
these data, freshmen feel safest in their residences while 
seniors feel most at risk. 
Overall totals indicate 63.89% agreement, 11.46% 
disagreement with 24.65% in the "don't know or not 
applicable" category. One possible explanation for the 
relatively large number in the "don't know or not 
applicable" category, however, has been explained above. 
calculations for the totals in this table reveal 
a value of 41.78, which is statistically significant at the 
.05 level. Imbalances occur in freshman and sophomore 
classes, where fewer participants were observed than 
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expected in the "agree" category, and the reverse is true 
for juniors and seniors. The remainder of the table 
reveals only slight imbalances between observed and 
expected totals. 
Summary: The right to safety fphysical! 
There were seven questions in this category. These 
were Questions 3, 6, 9, 11, 25, 30 and 32. All had to do 
with students' perception of physical safety on campus, 
including equipment, criminal activity, walkway lighting 
for night use, traffic regulations, security personnel, 
night use of buildings and residential security. 
Of the seven questions, only one (025) produced 
results that were not statistically significant at the .05 
level. The remaining six questions were all statistically 
significant at the .05 level. 
Again, as in all of the questions in this study, much 
can be learned from the total percentages. It is a study 
based on whether educational consumer rights are being 
protected or violated, and in this respect any 
perceived violation of such rights may be or become a 
problem. For example, 127 students perceived that if a 
crime occurs, they would not be notified or would not find 
out even if involved, what the result of the investigation 
was. That total is 14.68% of the participants in this 
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study. An even larger percentage of students perceived 
that campus walkways were not adequately lighted for safe 
nighttime use (421 of 864 students or 48.73%). That 
percentage may suggest a problem on this topic/question. 
On another topic, 40% of the participants perceived that 
campus traffic regulations were inadequate for safe 
pedestrial travel (346 of 865). Again, a problem may be 
indicated here, although the data in this study cannot 
indicate why these regulations are inadequate. 
Regarding campus security personnel, 23.32% of the 
participants felt they were either not well trained or were 
discourteous. This may indicate a problem in one or more 
of several areas. The data cannot distinguish in this 
instance. Regarding nighttime use of campus buildings, 
22.76% of the students (196 of 861) felt regulations were 
inadequate for students' safety. 
The Right to Safety (Property) 
There are only two questions in this category, 
primarily for the reason that little guidance in judicial 
opinions and the literature is available. Therefore, only 
questions that could reasonably be supported by either the 
literature or judicial opinions were used. 
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Question 13 
["I know student(s) who have received grade(s) based 
on other criteria than academic performance."] 
The question pertains to a student's right to be 
evaluated fairly by faculty and to receive grades based 
only on academic work. The question is somewhat based on 
the experience of Mr. Greenhill in the case of Greenhill 
V. Bailey from the 8th Circuit Court of Appeals in 1975. 
That case concerned an offhand remark on the student's 
records. It was there held that this damaged a protected 
property interest of the student. That case is discussed 
more fully at pages 33-34, supra. The question also 
has overtones of professional ethics. Results of the study 
as to this question are shown in Table 18. 
To respond "agree" to this question is to exhibit a 
perception that property and safety rights are being 
violated, while to "disagree" is to indicate a perception 
that such rights are protected. 
It is noteworthy that, with but three exceptions, the 
"agree" response increased, percentage wise, from freshman 
through sophomore, through junior and to senior in nearly 
all classes and in all colleges. The only exceptions were 
Agriculture juniors. Liberal Arts and Sciences juniors and 
Business juniors, whose percentages were lower than their 
115 
Table 18. Response to Question No. 13 
" I  K N O W  S T U D E N T ( S )  W H O  H A V E  R E C E I V E D  G R A D E ( S )  B A S E D  O N  O T H E R  
C R I T E R I A  T H A N  A C A D E M I C  P E R F O R M A N C E . "  
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E :  C L A S S  N  A G R E E  « A G R E E  « D / K  % 
A G R I C U L T U R E  F r  1 6  2  12 . 5 0  5  3 1 . 2 5  9  5 6 . 2 5  
S o  2 7  1 1  4 0 . 7 4  6  2 2 . 2 2  1 0  3 7 . 0 4  
J r  3 7  1 3  3 5 . 1 4  1 9  5 1 . 3 5  5  1 3 . 5 1  
s r  3 9  1 7  4 3 . 5 9  1 0  2 5 . 6 4  1 2  3 0 . 7 7  
T O T A L S  1 1 9  4 3  3 6 . 1 3  4 0  3 3 . 6 1  3 6  3 0 . 2 5  
B U S I N E S S  F r  1 6  2  12 . 5 0  6  1 0 . 0 0  8  12 . 0 0  
S o  1 8  5  27 . 7 8  8  4 4 . 4 4  5  2 7 . 7 8  
J r  4 9  1 2  2 4 . 4 9  2 0  4 0 . 8 2  1 7  3 4 . 6 9  
S r  2 8  1 3  4 6 . 4 3  7  2 5 . 0 0  8  2 8 . 5 7  
T O T A L S  1 1 1  3 2  2 8 . 8 3  4 1  3 6 . 9 4  3 8  3 4 . 2 3  
D E S I G N  F r  2 2  9  40 . 9 1  5  2 2 . 7 3  8  36 . 3 6  
S o  2 0  9  45 . 0 0  4  2 0 . 0 0  7  35 . 0 0  
J r  3 8  2 0  5 2 . 6 3  1 3  3 4 . 2 1  5  13 . 1 6  
s r  1 4  9  64 . 2 9  2  1 4 . 2 9  3  2 1 . 4 3  
T O T A L S  9 4  4 7  5 0 . 0 0  2 4  2 5 . 5 3  2 3  2 4 . 4 7  
E D U C A T I O N  F r  6  0  0. 0 0  5  8 3 . 3 3  1  1 6 . 6 7  
S o  3 3  1 2  3 6 . 3 6  1 0  3 0 . 3 0  1 1  3 3 . 3 3  
J r  5 1  3 0  5 8 . 8 2  1 3  2 5 . 4 9  8  15 . 6 9  
s r  4 5  2 8  6 2 . 2 2  9  20 . 0 0  8  17 . 7 8  
T O T A L S  1 3 5  7 0  5 1 . 8 5  3 7  2 7 . 4 1  2 8  2 0 . 7 4  
ENGINEERING F r  6 2  5  8. 0 6  2 3  3 7 . 1 0  3 4  5 4 . 8 4  
s o  3 5  1 1  3 1 . 4 3  1 2  3 4 . 2 9  1 2  3 4 . 2 9  
J r  3 1  1 2  3 8 . 7 1  1 0  3 2 . 2 6  9  29 . 0 3  
s r  5 7  2 3  4 0 . 3 5  2 0  3 5 . 0 9  1 4  2 4 . 5 6  
T O T A L S  1 8 5  5 1  2 7 . 5 7  6 5  3 5 . 1 4  6 9  3 7 . 3 0  
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Table 18. (continued) 
C O I i L E G E  :  CLA S S  N  A G R E E  % 
D I S ­
A G R E E  « 
N / A  
D / K  « 
F A M I L Y  a  F r  2  0  0  .0 0  0  0  . 0 0  2  1 0 0  . 0 0  
C O N S U M E R  S o  5  1  2 0  . 0 0  2  4 0  . 0 0  2  4 0  . 0 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  3  1  3 3  . 3 3  0  0  . 0 0  2  6 6  . 6 7  




3  2 3  . 0 8  




4  1 7  . 3 9  9  3 9  . 1 3  
L I B E R A L  F r  5 4  1 9  3 5 ,  . 1 9  1 9  3 5  . 1 9  1 6  2 9  . 6 3  
A R T S  A N D  S o  3 3  1 4  4 2 ,  . 4 2  9  2 7  . 2 7  1 0  3 0  . 3 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  5 2  2 2  4 2 .  3 1  8  1 5  . 3 8  2 2  4 2  . 3 1  
s r  5 8  2 9  5 0 ,  . 0 0  1 8  3 1  . 0 3  1 1  1 8  . 9 7  
T O T A L S  1 9 7  8 4  4 2 .  6 4  5 4  2 7  . 4 1  5 9  2 9  . 9 5  
T O T A L  F r  1 7 8  3 7  2 0 .  , 7 9  6 3  3 5  . 3 9  7 8  4 3  . 8 2  
T O T A L  SO 1 7 1  6 3  3 6 .  8 4  5 1  2 9  . 8 2  5 7  3 3  . 3 3  
T O T A L  J r  2 6 1  1 1 0  4 2 .  1 5  8 3  3 1 ,  . 8 0  6 8  2 6  . 0 5  
T O T A L  s r  2 5 4  1 2 7  5 0 .  0 0  6 8  2 6 ,  . 7 7  5 9  2 3 ,  . 2 3  
T O T A L S  8 6 4  3 3 7  3 9 .  0 0  2 6 5  3 0 .  , 6 7  2 6 2  3 0 .  3 2  
C H I - S Q U A R E  C A L C U L A T I O N  F O R  T O T A L S  I N  T A B L E  1 8 :  
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 3 7  6 9 . 4 3  6 3  5 4 . 5 9  7 8  5 3 . 9 8  1 7 8  
so 6 3  6 6 . 7 0  5 1  5 2 . 4 5  5 7  5 1 . 8 5  1 7 1  
Jr 1 1 0  1 0 1 . 8 0  8 3  8 0 . 0 5  6 8  7 9 . 1 5  2 6 1  
sr 1 2 7  9 9 . 0 7  6 8  7 7 . 9 1  5 9  7 7 . 0 2  2 5 4  
3TALS 3 3 7  2 6 5  2 6 2  8 6 4  
CHI-SQUARE » 4 3 . 5 8  *  D/F =» 6  
a n  
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE L05 LEVEL 
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respective sophomore classes. In the remaining classes, 
the progression of higher percentages in each next 
succeeding class held true. 
The same is true of classes across colleges. The 
progression of "agree" was 20.79% for freshmen; 36.84% for 
sophomores, 42.15% for juniors and 50% for seniors. 
Perhaps this is another situation where, as students 
progress through their respective college careers, they are 
increasingly exposed to situations and circumstances where 
such difficulties can occur, and are thus more likely to 
know of such matters. 
X calculations for the totals in Table 18 reveal a 
value of 43.58, which is statistically significant at the 
.05 level. Primary imbalances occur in freshmen and senior 
classes, where more are expected than observed in the 
former, and the reverse in the latter, in the "agree" 
category. There is not a serious imbalance in the 
"disagree" category, and just slightly larger imbalances in 
the "not applicable or don't know" categories. 
Question 27 
["My course grades are regularly assigned in a fair 
manner."] 
The question is similar to Question 13, but involves 
personal experience with grades assigned, rather than 
second hand knowledge of someone else's experience. 
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Results for this question are shown in Table 19. 
To "agree" with the question is to exhibit a 
perception that rights are protected, and to "disagree" 
would indicate the contrary perception. There is a 7.29% 
"not applicable or don't know" response across colleges; 
there appears no explanation for this. The highest 
percentage of these participants however are freshmen, and 
perhaps these students have not yet had any of these 
experiences. That may be the case if there are any first 
semester freshmen in the group; they may not yet have had 
any grades assigned. The data cannot confirm this 
possibility, however. 
By class within colleges, the highest percentage 
agreement was 85.71% by Business juniors (ignoring any 
class where N < 6). The highest percentage disagreement 
was 32.43% by Agriculture juniors. 
Across colleges, by class, percentages were fairly 
consistent around 75%, although freshmen were a little 
lower at 64.04%. Less than 20% of all participants 
perceived any problem in this regard. 
calculations for this table reveals a value of 
85.61, which is statistically significant at the .05 level. 
Summarv; The Right to Safety fProperty) 
Two questions are included in this category, having to 
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Table 19. Response to Question No. 27 
" M Y  C O U R S E  G R A D E S  A R E  R E G U L A R L Y  A S S I G N E D  I N  A  F A I R  M A N N E R . "  
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K « 
AGRICULTURE Fr 1 6  1 0  6 2 . 5 0  0  0. 0 0  6  3 7 . 5 0  
so 2 7  2 1  7 7 . 7 8  5  1 8 . 5 2  1  3 . 7 0  
Jr 3 7  2 4  6 4 . 8 6  12 3 2 . 4 3  1  2 . 7 0  
sr 3 9  2 8  7 1 . 7 9  1 0  2 5 . 6 4  1  2 . 5 6  
TOTALS 1 1 9  8 3  6 9 . 7 5  2 7  2 2 . 6 9  9  7 . 5 6  
BUSINESS Fr 1 6  1 1  6 8 . 7 5  1  1 0 . 0 0  4  1 2 . 0 0  
SO 1 7  1 2  7 0 . 5 9  4  23 . 5 3  1  5 . 8 8  
Jr 4 9  4 2  8 5 . 7 1  7  14 . 2 9  0  0 . 0 0  
sr 2 8  1 9  6 7 . 8 6  7  25 . 0 0  2  7 , 1 4  
TOTALS 1 1 0  8 4  7 6 . 3 6  1 9  1 7 . 2 7  7  6 . 3 6  
DESIGN Fr 2 2  1 3  5 9 . 0 9  4  18 . 1 8  5  2 2 . 7 3  
so 2 0  1 6  8 0 . 0 0  3  15 . 0 0  1  5 . 0 0  
Jr 3 8  2 7  7 1 . 0 5  1 1  2 8 . 9 5  0  0 . 0 0  
Sr 1 3  9  6 9 . 2 3  3  2 3 . 0 8  1  7 . 6 9  
T O T A L S  9 3  6 5  6 9 . 8 9  2 1  2 2 . 5 8  7  7 . 5 3  
E D U C A T I O N  F r  6  5  8 3 . 3 3  1  16 . 6 7  0  0 . 0 0  
SO 3 4  2 6  7 6 . 4 7  6  17 . 6 5  2  5 . 8 8  
J r  5 1  4 0  7 8 . 4 3  1 1  2 1 . 5 7  0  0 . 0 0  
Sr 4 5  3 3  7 3 . 3 3  9  20 . 0 0  3  6 . 6 7  
TOTALS 1 3 6  1 0 4  7 6 . 4 7  2 7  1 9 . 8 5  5  3 . 6 8  
ENGINEERING F r  6 2  3 9  6 2 . 9 0  8  12 . 9 0  1 5  2 4 . 1 9  
So 3 5  2 2  6 2 . 8 6  1 1  3 1 . 4 3  2  5 . 7 1  
J r  3 1  2 0  6 4 . 5 2  1 0  3 2 . 2 6  1  3 . 2 3  
s r  5 7  4 6  8 0 . 7 0  9  15 . 7 9  2  3 . 5 1  
TOTALS 1 8 5  1 2 7  6 8 . 6 5  3 8  2 0 . 5 4  2 0  1 0 . 8 1  
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Table 19. (continued) 
C O L L E G E :  C L A S S  N  A G R E E  « 
D I S ­
A G R E E  % 
N / A  
D / K  




1  5 0 ,  . 0 0  
C O N S U M E R  s o  5  5  10 0  . 0 0  0  0  . 0 0  0  0,  . 0 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  3  3  10 0  . 0 0  0  0  . 0 0  0  0 .  , 0 0  
S r  1 3  9  69  . 2 3  4  3 0  . 7 7  0  0 .  , 0 0  
T O T A L S  2 3  1 8  7 8  . 2 6  4  17 .  3 9  1  4 .  3 5  
L I B E R A L  F r  5 4  3 5  6 4  . 8 1  9  1 6 .  6 7  1 0  1 8 .  5 2  
A R T S  A N D  S o  3 4  2 7  7 9  . 4 1  7  2 0 .  5 9  0  0 .  0 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  5 2  3 9  7 5  . 0 0  1 0  1 9 ,  . 2 3  3  5 .  7 7  
S r  5 8  4 7  8 1  . 0 3  1 0  1 7 ,  . 2 4  1  1 .  7 2  
T O T A L S  1 9 8  1 4 8  7 4  . 7 5  3 6  1 8 .  1 8  1 4  7 .  0 7  
T O T A L  F r  1 7 8  1 1 4  6 4  . 0 4  2 3  1 2 .  , 9 2  4 1  2 3 .  0 3  
T O T A L  S o  1 7 2  1 2 9  7 5  . 0 0  3 6  2 0 .  9 3  7  4 .  0 7  
T O T A L  J r  2 6 1  1 9 5  7 4  . 7 1  6 1  2 3 .  3 7  5  1 .  9 2  
T O T A L  S r  2 5 3  1 9 1  7 5  . 4 9  5 2  2 0 .  5 5  1 0  3 .  9 5  
T O T A L S  8 6 4  6 2 9  7 2 ,  . 8 0  1 7 2  1 9 .  9 1  6 3  7 .  2 9  
C H I - S Q U A R E  C A L C U L A T I O N  F O R  T O T A L S  I N  T A B L E  1 9 :  
D I S ­ D I S ­ N / A  N / A  
A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  D / K  D / K  T O T A L  
D B S  E X P  C B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  
F r  1 1 4  1 2 9 . 5 9  2 3  3 5 . 4 4  4 1  1 2 . 9 8  1 7 8  
S o  1 2 9  1 2 5 . 2 2  3 6  3 4 . 2 4  7  1 2 . 5 4  1 7 2  
J r  1 9 5  1 9 0 . 0 1  6 1  5 1 . 9 6  5  1 9 . 0 3  2 6 1  
S r  1 9 1  1 8 4 . 1 9  5 2  5 0 . 3 7  1 0  1 8 . 4 5  2 5 3  
> T A L S  6 2 9  1 7 2  6 3  8 6 4  
C H I - S Q U A R E  a  85 . 6 1  *  D / F  •  6 
asaaaaaaa aaa 
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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do with protection of the student's right to safety in the 
protection of his personal property, interest in liberty, 
reputation and related matters. Both were related to 
grades and the manner of assignment of grades. Both 
produced a value of statistical significance at the 
.05 level. With respect to knowledge of another student's 
having received a grade based on criteria other than 
classwork, a little over one-third of the participants 
agreed, about the same number disagreed, and only slightly 
fewer participants did not have a perception in this 
regard. Regarding personal experience and grades, only 
about 20% of the participants found or perceived any rights 
violations here while another 7.29% had no perception at 
all. On an absolute basis, there may be the indication of 
a problem in this area, nevertheless. One in five students 
felt their grades were not always assigned in a fair 
manner; about one in three students indicated they knew 
someone who had received a grade based on something other 
than academic performance. 
The Right to Be Informed 
While there is not a large number of judicial 
decisions to provide guidance in this area, more appears in 
scholarly journals on this topic than might be expected. 
It appears obvious that adequate and accurate information 
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is necessary to reasonable, accurate and appropriate 
decision making. Thus, in order to make such decisions, it 
is necessary to have adequate information. A total of 
eleven questions on the instrument were devoted to this 
topic. These were Q4, Q5, QIO, 012, Q15, Q16, Q18, Q20, 
Q21, 022 and 028. 
Question 4 
["My advisor is able to clearly and understandably 
explain the academic requirements of my major."] 
A response of "agree" to this question would indicate 
a perception of protection of this right, while a 
"disagree" would indicate a perception of violation of the 
student's rights. 
The results for this question are shown in Table 20. 
It is noteworthy that the responses to this question, 
with some minor variances, generally tended to increase on 
the positive side ("agree" response) from freshman toward 
senior classification. At the same time, the responses 
generally tended to decrease from freshman toward senior 
classification in the "not applicable or don't know" 
category. This could well be explained by a relatively 
smaller number of lower class students approaching his/her 
advisor with this type of question, while a larger number 
of upper class students tend to consult their advisors with 
this type of question. 
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Table 20. Response to Question No. 4 
" M Y  A D V I S O R  I S  A B L E  T O  C L E A R L Y  A N D  U N D E R S T A N D A B L Y  E X P L A I N  T H E  
A C A D E M I C  R E Q U I R E M E N T S  O F  M Y  M A J O R . "  
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E :  C L A S S  N  A G R E E  « A G R E E  % D / K  % 
A G R I C U L T U R E  F r  1 6  9  5 6 . 2 5  3  18 . 7 5  4  2 5 . 0 0  
s o  2 7  2 1  7 7 . 7 8  6  2 2 . 2 2  0  0 . 0 0  
J r  3 7  3 0  8 1 . 0 8  7  18 . 9 2  0  0 . 0 0  
s r  3 9  2 9  7 4 . 3 6  1 0  2 5 . 6 4  0  0 . 0 0  
T O T A L S  1 1 9  8 9  7 4 . 7 9  2 6  2 1 . 8 5  4  3 . 3 6  
B U S I N E S S  F r  1 6  1 2  7 5 . 0 0  4  10 . 0 0  0  1 2 . 0 0  
S o  1 8  1 2  6 6 . 6 7  6  3 3 . 3 3  0  0 . 0 0  
J r  4 9  3 3  6 7 . 3 5  9  1 8 . 3 7  7  1 4 . 2 9  
s r  2 8  1 6  5 7 . 1 4  1 2  4 2 . 8 6  0  0 . 0 0  
TOTALS 1 1 1  7 3  " 6 5 . 7 7  3 1  2 7 . 9 3  7  6 . 3 1  
D E S I G N  F r  2 2  1 6  7 2 . 7 3  4  18 . 1 8  2  9 . 0 9  
S o  2 0  8  40 . 0 0  1 0  5 0 . 0 0  2  1 0 . 0 0  
J r  3 8  2 2  5 7 . 8 9  1 3  3 4 . 2 1  3  7 . 8 9  
s r  1 4  8  57 . 1 4  6  4 2 . 8 6  0  0 . 0 0  
TOTALS 9 4  5 4  5 7 . 4 5  3 3  3 5 . 1 1  7  7 . 4 5  
E D U C A T I O N  F r  6  5  8 3 . 3 3  1  1 6 . 6 7  0  0 . 0 0  
SO 3 3  2 4  7 2 . 7 3  9  2 7 . 2 7  0  0 . 0 0  
J r  5 1  3 8  7 4 . 5 1  1 2  2 3 . 5 3  1  1 . 9 6  
S r  4 5  2 8  6 2 . 2 2  1 7  3 7 . 7 8  0  0 . 0 0  
T O T A L S  1 3 5  9 5  7 0 . 3 7  3 9  2 8 . 8 9  1  0 . 7 4  
E N G I N E E R I N G  F r  6 2  3 9  6 2 . 9 0  1 3  2 0 . 9 7  1 0  1 6 . 1 3  
S o  3 5  3 0  8 5 . 7 1  4  1 1 . 4 3  1  2 . 8 6  
J r  3 1  2 1  6 7 . 7 4  9  2 9 . 0 3  1  3 . 2 3  
s r  5 6  3 6  6 4 . 2 9  1 8  3 2 . 1 4  2  3 . 5 7  
T O T A L S  1 8 4  1 2 6  6 8 . 4 8  4 4  2 3 . 9 1  1 4  7 . 6 1  
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Table 20. (continued) 
DIS- H/A 
C O L L E G E  :  CLA S S  N  A G R E E  %  AG R E E  %  D / K  
F A M I L Y  &  F r  2  2  10 0 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  
C O N S U M E R  S o  5  4  80 . 0 0  1  2 0 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  3  2  6 6 . 6 7  1  3 3 . 3 3  0  0 . 0 0  
S r  1 3  7  53 . 8 5  6  46 . 1 5  0  0 . 0 0  
T O T A L S  2 3  1 5  6 5 . 2 2  8  34 . 7 8  0  0 . 0 0  
L I B E R A L  F r  5 4  3 7  6 8 . 5 2  1 0  1 8 . 5 2  7  1 2 . 9 6  
A R T S  A N D  S O  3 4  1 9  5 5 . 8 8  1 2  3 5 . 2 9  3  8 . 8 2  
S C I E N C E S  J r  5 2  3 3  6 3 . 4 6  1 9  3 6 . 5 4  0  0 . 0 0  
S r  5 8  4 5  7 7 . 5 9  1 2  2 0 . 6 9  1  1 . 7 2  
T O T A L S  1 9 8  1 3 4  6 7 . 6 8  5 3  2 6 . 7 7  1 1  5 . 5 6  
TOTAL Fr 1 7 8  1 2 0  6 7 . 4 2  3 5  1 9 . 6 6  2 3  1 2 . 9 2  
TOTAL SO 1 7 2  1 1 8  6 8 . 6 0  4 8  2 7 . 9 1  6  3 . 4 9  
TOTAL Jr 2 6 1  1 7 9  6 8 . 5 8  7 0  2 6 . 8 2  1 2  4 . 6 0  
TOTAL Sr 2 5 3  1 6 9  6 6 . 8 0  8 1  3 2 . 0 2  3  1 . 1 9  
TOTALS 8 6 4  5 8 6  6 7 . 8 2  2 3 4  2 7 . 0 8  4 4  5 . 0 9  
C H I - S Q U A R E  C A L C U L A T I O N  F O R  T O T A L S  I N  T A B L E  2 0 :  
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 1 2 0  1 2 0 . 7 3  3 5  4 8 . 2 1  2 3  9 . 0 6  1 7 8  
So 1 1 8  1 1 6 . 6 6  4 8  4 6 . 5 8  6  8 . 7 6  1 7 2  
Jr 1 7 9  1 7 7 . 0 2  7 0  7 0 . 6 9  1 2  1 3 . 2 9  2 6 1  
sr 1 6 9  1 7 1 . 5 9  8 1  6 8 . 5 2  3  1 2 . 8 8  2 5 3  
3TALS 5 8 6  2 3 4  4 4  8 6 4  
CHI-SQUARE = 3 6 . 0 2  »  D/F = 6  
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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The highest percentage of "agree" responses (ignoring 
any class where N < 6) occurred in the Education freshman 
class with 83.33%, while close behind was Agriculture 
juniors with 81.08%. Highest "disagree" response occurred 
in Design sophomore class, with 50% in this category. 
Across all colleges by class, the percentages to 
"agree" were quite close, with freshmen at 67.42%, 
sophomores with 68.60%, juniors with 68.58% and seniors 
with 66.80%. 
The calculation for the totals in this table 
revealed a value of 36.02, which is statistically 
significant at the .05 level. 
Question 5 
["The University catalog contains adequate information 
for me to choose between courses."] 
Table 21 displays the totals for this question. 
By class within colleges, totals for the "agree" 
response (indicating a perception of protection of rights) 
was remarkably high. The "disagree" response was also 
fairly consistent, and rather low. Highest "agree" 
response was 83.87% by Engineering freshmen. Highest 
"disagree" response was by 43.10% by Liberal Arts and 
Sciences seniors (again ignoring any class where N < 6). 
By class across colleges, responses were fairly 
consistent, with "agree" ranging from 75.28% (highest. 
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Table 21. Response to Question No. 5 
" T H E  U N I V E R S I T Y  C A T A L O G  C O N T A I N S  A D E Q U A T E  I N F O R M A T I O N  F O R  M B  T O  C H O O S E  
B E T W E E N  C O U R S E S . "  
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E  :  CLA S S  N  A G R E E  % A G R E E  % D / K  % 
A G R I C U L T U R E  F r  1 6  1 0  6 2 . 5 0  5  3 1 . 2 5  1  6 . 2 5  
S o  2 7  2 2  8 1 . 4 8  4  1 4 . 8 1  1  3 . 7 0  
J r  3 7  2 3  6 2 . 1 6  1 3  3 5 . 1 4  1  2 . 7 0  
S r  3 9  2 8  7 1 . 7 9  1 1  2 8 . 2 1  0  0 . 0 0  
T O T A L S  1 1 9  8 3  6 9 . 7 5  3 3  2 7 . 7 3  3  2 . 5 2  
B U S I N E S S  F r  1 6  1 3  8 1 . 2 5  3  1 0 . 0 0  0  1 2 . 0 0  
S o  1 8  1 5  8 3 . 3 3  3  1 6 . 6 7  0  O . O O  
J r  4 9  3 6  7 3 . 4 7  1 2  2 4 . 4 9  1  2 . 0 4  
s r  2 8  1 9  6 7 . 8 6  8  2 8 . 5 7  1  3 . 5 7  
T O T A L S  1 1 1  8 3  7 4 . 7 7  2 6  2 3 . 4 2  2  1 . 8 0  
D E S I G N  F r  2 2  1 3  5 9 . 0 9  7  3 1 . 8 2  2  9. 0 9  
s o  2 0  1 3 .  6 5 . 0 0  7  3 5 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  
J r  3 8  2 4  6 3 . 1 6  .  1 3  3 4 . 2 1  1  2 . 6 3  
s r  1 4  7  50 . 0 0  6  4 2 . 8 6  1  7 . 1 4  
T O T A L S  9 4  5 7  6 0 . 6 4  3 3  3 5 . 1 1  4  4. 2 6  
E D U C A T I O N  F r  6  5  8 3 . 3 3  1  1 6 . 6 7  0  0 . 0 0  
S o  3 3  2 4  7 2 . 7 3  9  2 7 . 2 7  0  0 . 0 0  
J r  5 1  3 9  7 6 . 4 7  1 0  1 9 . 6 1  2  3 . 9 2  
s r  4 5  3 4  7 5 . 5 6  1 0  2 2 . 2 2  1  2 . 2 2  
T O T A L S  1 3 5  1 0 2  7 5 . 5 6  3 0  2 2 . 2 2  3  2 . 2 2  
E N G I N E E R I N G  F r  6 2  5 2  8 3 . 8 7  7  1 1 . 2 9  3  4 . 8 4  
SO 3 5  2 5  7 1 . 4 3  a 2 2 . 8 6  2  5. 7 1  
J r  3 1  2 0  6 4 . 5 2  1 1  3 5 . 4 8  0  0 . 0 0  
s r  5 7  4 0  7 0 . 1 8  1 5  2 6 . 3 2  2  3. 5 1  
T O T A L S  1 8 5  1 3 7  7 4 . 0 5  4 1  2 2 . 1 6  7  3 . 7 8  
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Table 21. (continued) 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
FAMILY & Fr 2 1 50.00 1 50.00 0 0.00 
CONSUMER so 5 5 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 3 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 
Sr 13 8 61.54 5 38.46 0 0.00 
TOTALS 23 17 73.91 6 26.09 0 0.00 
LIBERAL Fr 54 40 74.07 13 24.07 1 1.85 
ARTS AND So 34 21 61.76 13 38.24 0 0.00 
SCIENCES Jr 52 34 65.38 17 32.69 1 1.92 
Sr 58 33 56.90 25 43.10 0 0.00 
TOTALS 198 128 64.65 68 34.34 2 1.01 
TOTAL Fr 178 134 75.28 37 20.79 7 3.93 
TOTAL so 172 125 72.67 44 25.58 3 1.74 
TOTAL Jr 261 179 68.58 76 29.12 6 2.30 
TOTAL sr 254 169 66.54 80 31.50 5 1.97 
TOTALS 365 607 70.17 237 27.40 21 2.43 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 21: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 134 124.91 37 48.77 7 4.32 178 
so 125 120.70 44 47.13 3 4.18 172 
Jr 179 183.15 76 71.51 6 6.34 261 
sr 169 178.24 80 69.59 5 6.17 254 
TOTALS 607 237 21 865 
CHI-SQUARE « 8.50 D/F - 6 
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freshmen) to 66.54% (lowest, seniors). This would tend to 
indicate little problem in this area. 
calculations for the totals in Table 21 reveal a 
value of 8.50, which is not statistically significant at 
the .05 level. 
Question 10 
["My advisor, when asked, can discuss my career 
possibilities in an informed manner."] 
To respond "agree" to this question is an indication 
that rights were protected, and the contrary an indication 
that possible violations were involved. Results of 
students' perceptions for this question appear in Table 22. 
By class within colleges, the highest response to 
"agree" with this statement was Agriculture sophomores with 
88.89%; highest percentage disagreement was Design seniors 
with 57.14%. Across colleges, the highest agreement was 
juniors with 64.75% and highest disagreement was seniors 
with 29.13%. calulations for the totals in Table 21 
showed a value of 46.71, which is statistically significant 
at the .05 level. This is reflected by an imbalance in 
junior and senior "agree" categories, as well as freshman 
"disagree" and three of the four classes in the "not 
applicable or don't know" categories. This imbalance is, 
therefore, fairly well distributed across all the classes. 
The classes are definitely not the same as the null 
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Table 22. Response to Question No. 10 
"MY ADVISOR, WHEN ASKED, CAN DISCUSS MY CAREER POSSIBILITIES 
IN AN INFORMED MANNER." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE « AGREE « D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 13 81.25 2 12.50 1 6.25 
SO 27 24 88.89 3 11.11 0 0.00 
Jr 37 27 72.97 8 21.62 2 5.41 
sr 39 31 79.49 7 17.95 1 2.56 
TOTALS 119 95 79.83 20 16.81 4 3.36 
BUSINESS Fr 16 9 56.25 1 10.00 6 12.00 
so 18 8 44.44 8 44.44 2 11.11 
Jr 49 31 63.27 8 16.33 10 20.41 
sr 28 17 60.71 5 17.86 6 21.43 
TOTALS 111 65 58.56 22 19.82 24 21.62 
DESIGN Fr 22 9 40.91 2 9.09 11 50.00 
so 20 9 45.00 9 45.00 2 10.00 
Jr 38 22 57.89 12 31.58 4 10.53 
sr 14 6 42.86 8 57.14 0 0.00 
TOTALS 94 46 48.94 31 32.98 17 18.09 
EDUCATION Fr 6 4 66.67 1 16.67 1 16.67 
so 33 22 66.67 7 21.21 4 12.12 
Jr 51 39 76.47 9 17.65 3 5.88 
sr 45 27 60.00 16 35.56 2 4.44 
TOTALS 135 92 68.15 33 24.44 10 7.41 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 31 50.00 5 8.06 26 41.94 
so 35 21 60.00 3 8.57 11 31.43 
Jr 31 18 58.06 5 16.13 8 25.81 
sr 57 21 36.84 21 36.84 15 26.32 
TOTALS 185 91 49.19 34 18.38 60 32.43 
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Table 22. (continued) 





FAMILY & Fr 2 1 50 .00 0 0 .00 1 50 .00 
CONSUMER So 5 4 80 .00 0 0 .00 1 20 .00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 2 66 .67 1 33 .33 0 0 .00 
sr 13 7 53 .85 6 46 .15 0 0 .00 
TOTALS 23 14 60 .87 7 30 .43 2 8 .70 
LIBERAL Fr 54 35 64, .81 8 14. 81 11 20 .37 
ARTS AND SO 34 15 44, .12 11 32. 35 8 23 .53 
SCIENCES Jr 52 30 57, .69 18 34. 62 4 7 .69 
Sr 58 37 63. 79 11 18. 97 10 17 .24 
TOTALS 198 117 59. 09 48 24. 24 33 16 .67 
DIS­ N/A 
CLASS N AGREE « AGREE « D/K » 
TOTAL Fr 178 102 57. 30 19 10. 67 57 32. 02 
TOTAL So 172 103 59. 88 41 23. 84 28 16. 28 
TOTAL Jr 261 169 64. 75 61 23. 37 31 11. 88 
TOTAL sr 254 146 57. 48 74 29. 13 34 13. 39 
TOTALS 365 520 60. 12 195 22. 54 150 17. 34 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 22: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 102 107.01 19 40.13 57 30.87 178 
So 103 103.40 41 38.77 28 29.83 172 
Jr 169 156.90 61 58.84 31 45.26 261 
Sr 146 152.69 74 57.26 34 44.05 254 
3TALS 520 195 150 865 
CHI-SQUARE = 46.71 * D/F = 6 
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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hypothesis asserts, and the null hypothesis can be clearly 
rejected here. 
Question 12 
["Student course evaluations are available to me 
before registration in any semester at Iowa State 
University."] 
This statement relates to the right to be informed 
about courses, instructors and related matters covered on 
course evaluations. To agree is to indicate a perception 
that the right to be informed is protected, while to 
disagree is to perceive the contrary. The results as to 
this item are shown in Table 23. 
By class within colleges, the highest percentage of 
agreement came from Engineering sophomores at 37.14% 
(ignoring any class where N < 6), while the highest 
percentage of disagreement was from Engineering seniors 
with 57.89% (again, ignoring any class where N < 6). The 
data cannot explain why these seemingly opposite 
perceptions come from the same college and from adjoining 
classes. It is noteworthy, however, that by total 
participants across colleges, the "agree" percentage 
decreased from freshman to senior, while the "disagree" 
percentage increased from freshman to senior. It would 
seem that, with increased experience as a college student, 
there would be increased awareness of course evaluations. 
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Table 23. Response to Question No. 12 
" S T U D E N T  C O U R S E  E V A L U A T I O N S  A R E  AV A I L A B L E  T O  M E  BE F O R E  R E G I S T R A T I O N  I N  
A N Y  SE M E S T E R  A T  IOW A  S T A T E  UN I V E R S I T Y . "  
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE t CLASS N AGREE a  AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 1 6  4  25 .0 0  1  6  .25 1 1  6 8  .7 5  
So 2 7  7  25 .93  6  22 .2 2  1 4  5 1  . 8 5  
Jr 3 7  9  24 .32  2 1  5 6  .7 6  7  18 . 9 2  
s r  39 1 0  2 5  .6 4  16  4 1  . 0 3  1 3  3 3  . 3 3  
TOTALS 1 1 9  3 0  2 5  .2 1  4 4  3 6  . 9 7  4 5  3 7  . 8 2  
BUSINESS Fr 1 6  5  31 .25  1  10 . 0 0  1 0  12  . 0 0  
So 1 8  5  27 .78  5  27 . 7 8  8  44 .44 
Jr 4 9  1 2  2 4  .49  1 3  2 6  . 5 3  2 4  4 8  .98 
sr 2 8  5  17 .86  9  32  . 1 4  1 4  5 0  . 0 0  




. 2 3  56 5 0  
in 
DESIGN Fr 22 7  31. 82 4  18. 18 11 50, .00 
So 20 5 25. 00 3 15. 00 1 2  60. 00 
Jr 38 1 4  36. ,84 11 28. 95 1 3  34 .  , 2 1  
Sr 1 3  2 15, ,38 3  23. 08 8 61. 54 
T O T A L S  9 3  28 30. 11 2 1  22. 58 4 4  47 .  31 
EDUCATION Fr 6 2 33. 33 0  0. ,00 4 6 6 .  67 
S O  33 1 2  36. 36 5 15. 15 16 48. , 4 8  
Jr 51 15. 2 9 .  4 1  15 2 9 .  4 1  2 1  4 1 .  1 8  
Sr 4 5  17  3 7 .  78 10 22. 22 18 40. 00 
TOTALS 1 3 5  46 3 4 .  07 30 22. 22 59 4 3 .  70 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 19 30. 65 4 6. 45 39 6 2 .  90 
So 35 1 3  3 7 .  1 4  8 22. 86 1 4  40. 00 
Jr 3 1  9 29. 03 10 3 2 .  26 1 2  38. 7 1  
sr 57 8 1 4 .  0 4  33 57. 89 16 28. 07 
TOTALS 185 49 26.49 55 29.73 81 43.78 
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Table 23. (continued) 
DIS- N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE ' % AGREE % D/K 
FAMILY & Fr 2 1 50.00 0 0.00 1 50.00 
CONSUMER So 5 4 80.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 2 66.67 1 33.33 0 0.00 
Sr 13 4 30.77 4 30.77 5 38.46 
TOTALS 23 11 47.83 6 26.09 6 26.09 
LIBERAL Fr 54 19 35 .19 6 11 .11 29 53 .70 
ARTS AND So 34 9 26 .47 10 29 .41 15 44 .12 
SCIENCES Jr 52 8 15 .38 20 38 .46 24 46 .15 
sr 58 7 12 .07 23 39 .66 28 48 .28 
TOTALS 198 43 21. 72 59 29 .80 96 48. 48 
DIS­ N/A 
CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
TOTAL Fr 178 57 32, .02 16 8. ,99 105 58. ,99 
TOTAL So 172 55 31. 98 38 22. ,09 79 45. ,93 
TOTAL Jr 261 69 26. 44 91 34. ,87 101 38. 70 
TOTAL sr 253 53 20. 95 98 38. ,74 102 40. 32 
TOTALS 864 234 27. 08 243 28. 13 397 44. 79 
Cai-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 23: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 57 48.21 16 50.06 105 79.73 178 
SO 55 46.58 38 48.38 79 77.04 172 
Jr 69 70.69 91 73.41 101 116.91 261 
sr 53 68.52 98 71.16 102 113.32 253 
3TALS 234 243 387 864 
CEI-SQUARE 1 • 57.78 * D/F - 6 
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
134 
and therefore greater access to such information. These 
data tend to indicate the opposite is true. 
It should also be noted, however, that the statement 
refers to the availability of course evaluations to 
students before registration in any semester; there 
were a substantial number of participants that answered 
"not applicable or don't know" to this statement. Across 
colleges, 234 students "agreed", 243 students "disagreed" 
and 387 students had no perception in this regard. 
Therefore, 44.79% of the participants in this study had no 
perception at all regarding availability of course 
evaluations prior to registration. The data cannot discern 
a reason for this percentage. 
calculations for the totals in this table reveal 
a value of 57.78, which is significant at the .05 level. 
Question 15 
["I have been required to satisfy unpublished course 
requirements, including fee payments."] 
The statement involves information as to requirements 
(including fee payments) that have been imposed without 
prior knowledge (or at least unpublished for general 
consumption) when courses are taken. Results as to 
Question 15 are shown in Table 24. 
To respond "agree" to this item would be showing a 
perception that rights may be violated, while "disagree" 
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Table 24. Response to Question No. 15 
"I HAVE BEEN REQUIRED TO SATISFY UNPUBLISHED COURSE REQUIREMENTS, 
INCLUDING FEE PAYMENTS." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE % AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 6 37 .50 7 43 .75 3 18 .75 
SO 27 17 62 .96 6 22 .22 4 14 .81 
Jr 37 17 45 .95 16 43 .24 4 10 .81 
sr 39 22 56 .41 10 25 .64 7 17 .95 
TOTALS 119 62 52 .10 39 22 .77 18 15 .13 
BUSINESS Fr 16 5 31 .25 4 10 .00 7 12 .00 
so 18 9 50 .00 6 33 .33 3 16 .67 
Jr 49 28 57 .14 11 22 .45 10 20 .41 
sr 28 14 50 .00 10 35 .71 4 14 .29 
TOTALS 111 56 50 .45 31 27. 93 24 21 .62 
DESIGN Fr 22 16 72. 73 3 13. 64 3 13. 64 
So 20 10 50. ,00 8 40. 00 2 10. 00 
Jr 38 25 65. 79 9 23. 68 4 10. 53 
sr 14 8 57. 14 3 21. 43 3 21. 43 
TOTALS 94 59 62. 77 23 24. 47 12 12. ,77 
EDUCATION Fr 6 3 50. 00 1 16, 67 2 33. 33 
So 33 20 60. 61 7 21. 21 6 18. 18 
Jr 51 29 56. 86 17 33. 33 5 9. 80 
Sr 45 30 66. 67 8 17. 78 7 15. 56 
TOTALS 135 82 60. 74 33 24. 44 20 14. 81 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 20 32. 26 24 38. 71 18 29. 03 
So 35 12 34. 29 15 42. 86 8 22. 86 
Jr 31 14 45. 16 14 45. 16 3 9. 68 
Sr 57 32 56. 14 17 29. 82 8 14. 04 
TOTALS 185 78 42. 16 70 37. 84 37 20. 00 
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Table 24. (continued) 
C O L L E G E  :  CLASS N  AGR E E  % 
D I S ­
A G R E E  % 
N / A  
D / K  % 
F A M I L Y  &  Fr 2  1 50 . 0 0  0  0  .00 1  50  . 0 0  
CO N S U M E R  S O .  5  3  60 .00  2  40 .0 0  0  0  .00 
SC I E N C E S  J r  3  3  100 . 0 0  0  0  .00 0  0  .00 
s r  13 8  61  .5 4  2  15 .3 8  3  23  .08  
T O T A L S  2 3  1 5  6 5  .2 2  4  17 .3 9  4  17, 3 9  
L I B E R A L  F r  5 4  1 8  3 3  . 3 3  16  2 9  . 6 3  2 0  37.  0 4  
ARTS AND SO 3 4  1 5  4 4  .1 2  1 1  3 2  . 3 5  8  23. , 5 3  
S C I E N C E S  J r  52  2 8  5 3  .8 5  1 8  3 4  .6 2  6  11. 5 4  
s r  58  2 7  46  . 5 5  2 4  4 1  .3 8  7  12. , 0 7  
T O T A L S  1 9 8  8 8  4 4  .4 4  6 9  3 4  
in GO 
4 1  20 .  ,7 1  
T O T A L  F r  178  6 9  3 8  .76  5 5  3 0  .9 0  5 4  30 .  3 4  
T O T A L  S o  172  8 6  5 0  .0 0  5 5  3 1  . 9 8  3 1  18 .  0 2  
T O T A L  J r  261  1 4 4  5 5  .17 , 8 5  3 2  . 5 7  3 2  12 .  2 6  
T O T A L  S r  25 4  14 1  5 5  .5 1  7 4  2 9  . 1 3  3 9  1 5 .  3 5  






2 6 9  31,  . 1 0  1 5 6  1 8 .  0 3  
CH I - S Q U A R E  C A L C U L A T I O N  F O R  TO T A L S  I N  TA B L E  2 4 :  
DIS­ DIS­ N/ A  N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
CBS EXP OBS EX? OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 6 9  90 . 5 4  5 5  55 . 3 5  5 4  3 2 . 1 0  1 7 8  
So 8 6  8 7 . 4 9  5 5  53 . 4 9  3 1  31 . 0 2  1 7 2  
Jr 1 4 4  13 2 . 7 6  8 5  81 . 1 7  3 2  47 . 0 7  2 6 1  
sr 1 4 1  12 9 . 2 0  7 4  78. 9 9  3 9  4 5 . 8 1  2 5 4  
3TALS 4 4 0  26 9  1 5 6  8 6 5  
CHI-SQUARE = 2 8 . 5 0  *  D/F " 6  
aaisa a a s s s  a a a  
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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would indicate protection of rights. 
By class within colleges, the highest percentage of 
"disagree" responses was by Engineering juniors with 
45.16%; the highest "agree" responses was by Education 
seniors with 66.67% (ignoring any class where N < 6). This 
would tend to indicate a potential problem. 
Across colleges, by class, the noteworthy aspect of 
the totals is an increase from freshmen at 38.76% to 
seniors at 55.51%, with increases in the two intermediate 
classes as well. Overall, about half of the students 
agreed with this item (440 of 865), which indicates that 
about half of the participants felt they had been required 
to meet some unpublished course requirements (including fee 
payments). This seems like a remarkably high percentage; 
generalized to the student population as a whole, there may 
be a potential problem indicated. In the "disagree" 
response, 31.10% so responded, while 18.03% of the 
participants answered "not applicable or don't know". 
calculations for the totals in Table 24 show a 
value of 28.50, which is statistically significant at the 
.05 level. Primary imbalances occur in freshman "agree" 
responses, freshman "don't know" responses and junior 
"don't know" responses. In the freshman class, many more 
"agree" responses were expected than observed; further, 
many more "don't know" responses were observed than 
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expected. In the junior class, many more "don't know" 
responses were expected than were observed. Other 
categories showed fairly close agreement between observed 
and expected responses. 
Question 16 
["Information about the number and percent of students 
completing my academic major are regularly given, or are 
available from Iowa State University."] 
This was another question dealing with information 
available, or at least obtainable, by students — 
information having to do with academic majors and how much 
competition (or perhaps popularity of the program) there 
apparently is. The results from this statement appear in 
Table 25. 
To "agree" with this statement indicates that rights 
are protected, while "disagree" indicates that rights may 
be violated. Highest percentage of agreement by class 
within college was Agriculture freshmen, with 75% (ignoring 
any class where N < 6). Highest percentage of disagreement 
was 55.26% by Design juniors. By class across colleges, 
highest percentage of agreement was freshmen, and there was 
a marked drop in percentages from 50.56% (freshmen) to just 
under 40% for the remaining three classes. It is notable 
that the percentages increased in the "disagree" category 
from freshmen to seniors. Perhaps, by length of time at 
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Table 25. Response to Question 16 
"INFORMATION ABOUT THE NUMBER AND PERCENT OF STUDENTS COMPLETING MY 
ACADEMIC MAJOR ARE REGULARLY GIVEN, OR ARE AVAILABLE FROM IOWA 
STATE UNIVERSITY." 
DIS- N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE « AGREE % D/K % 




2  1 2  . 5 0  2  12 . 5 0  
So 2 7  12 4 4  . 4 4  7  25 .9 3  8  29 . 6 3  
Jr 3 7  15  4 0  . 5 4  1 7  4 5  . 9 5  5  13 . 5 1  
Sr 3 9  16  4 1  . 0 3  1 4  3 5  . 9 0  9  23 .0 8  
TOTALS 1 1 9  5 5  4 6  . 2 2  4 0  3 3  .6 1  2 4  2 0  . 1 7  
BUSINESS Fr 1 6  4  25 . 0 0  5  10 . 0 0  7  12 . 0 0  
So 1 8  6  33 . 3 3  4  22 .2 2  8  44 .4 4  
Jr 4 9  2 0  4 0  .82  8  16 . 3 3  2 1  4 2  .8 6  
sr 2 8  1 1  3 9  . 2 9  9  32 .1 4  8  28 .5 7  
TOTALS 1 1 1  4 1  36  .9 4  2 6  2 3  .4 2  4 4  39  . 6 4  
DESIGN Fr 2 2  1 3  5 9  .09  2  9  .09 7  31 .82  
So 2 0  9  45. 0 0  6  30, . 0 0  5  25, . 0 0  
Jr 3 8  13  34.  2 1 '  2 1  55.  26  4  10. 5 3  
Sr 1 4  6  42. 8 6  4  28. ,5 7  4  28. 5 7  
TOTALS 9 4  4 1  43.  62  3 3  35 .  11 2 0  21.  28  
EDUCATION Fr 6  3 50. 0 0  3  50. 0 0  0  0. 0 0  
So 3 3  1 3  39 .  3 9  9  27. 2 7  1 1  3 3 .  3 3  
Jr 5 1  1 8  35.  2 9  2 0  39 .  2 2  13  2 5 .  4 9  
sr 4 5  1 7  3 7 .  7 8  16 3 5 .  5 6  1 2  2 6 .  6 7  
TOTALS 1 3 5  5 1  3 7 .  7 8  4 8  3 5 .  5 6  3 6  2 6 .  6 7  
ENGINEERING Fr 6 2  4 0  6 4 .  5 2  7  11. 2 9  1 5  2 4 .  19  
So 3 5  2 0  57 .  1 4  9  25. 7 1  6  17. 1 4  
Jr 3 1  16 5 1 .  6 1  7  22. 5 8  8  25.  8 1  
Sr 5 7  2 8  4 9 .  1 2  1 8  3 1 .  5 8  1 1  1 9 .  3 0  
TOTALS 1 8 5  1 0 4  5 6 .  2 2  4 1  2 2 .  16  4 0  21 .  6 2  
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Table 25. (continued) 
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E :  C L A S S  N  AGRE E  % A G R E E  % D / K  % 
F A M I L Y  &  Fr 2  1 50.0 0  1  50. 0 0  0  0.00  
C O N S U M E R  S O  5  2  40.0 0  0  0.00  3  60. 0 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  3  0  0.00  2  66.6 7  1  33. 3 3  
s r  13  4  30.7 7  6  46.1 5  3  23. 0 8  
T O T A L S  2 3  7  30.4 3  9  39.1 3  7  30.4 3  
L I B E R A L  F r  5 4  1 7  31 . 4 8  8  14.8 1  2 9  53 . 7 0  
A R T S  A N D  S o  3 4  6  17.65  1 5  4 4 . 1 2  1 3  3 8 . 2 4  
S C I E N C E S  J r  5 2  16  3 0 . 7 7  1 6  3 0 . 7 7  2 0  38. 4 6  
s r  58  1 7  29 . 3 1  2 4  41 . 3 8  1 7  2 9 . 3 1  
T O T A L S  1 9 8  5 6  28 . 2 8  6 3  31. 8 2  7 9  39 . 9 0  
T O T A L  F r  17 8  9 0  50. 5 6  2 8  15 . 7 3  6 0  33. 7 1  
T O T A L  S O  17 2  6 8  39. 5 3  5 0  29 . 0 7  5 4  31 . 4 0  
T O T A L  J r  26 1  9 8  37. 5 5  9 1  34 . 8 7  7 2  27. 5 9  
T O T A L  s r  2 5 4  9 9  38. 9 8  9 1  35 . 8 3  6 4  25. 2 0  
T O T A L S  8 6 5  3 5 5  4 1 . 0 4  2 6 0  30 . 0 6  2 5 0  2 8 . 9 0  
C H I - S Q U A R E  C A L C U L A T I O N  F O R  T O T A L S  I N  TA B L E  2 5 :  
D I S ­ D I S ­ N / A  N / A  
A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  D / K  D / K  T O T A L  
O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  
F r  9 0  73. 0 5  2 8  53. 5 0  6 0  51. 4 5  1 7 8  
S o  6 8  70. 5 9  5 0  51 . 7 0  5 4  49 . 7 1  1 7 2  
J r  98. 1 0 7 . 1 2  9 1  78. 4 5  7 2  75 . 4 3  2 6 1  
s r  9 9  10 4 . 2 4  9 1  76. 3 5  6 4  73. 4 1  2 5 4  
T O T A L S  3 5 5  260 2 5 0  8 6 5  
C H I - S Q U A R E  =  25.2 5  * D / F  - 6 
• 
: a a a a » s a  
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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college, continued exposure to potential problems 
increases. 
calculations for the totals in Table 25 show a 
value of 25.25, which is statistically significant at the 
.05 level. 
Question 18 
["I am informed of the faculty who are teaching 
specific courses each semester."] 
The question relates to the right of information as to 
specific instructors teaching specific courses the student 
may be interested in or required to take. Many times, 
there are multiple sections of any given course, and 
different instructors may be teaching each of the sections. 
To "agree" with this question would be to perceive 
that student rights are protected, and to "disagree" would 
be the contrary. It is notable on this question that a 
relatively small total number of student/participants 
responded with "not applicable or don't know"; 
specifically, only 74 of 865 participants answered in this 
category, for a total of 8.55%. The results for this 
question are set out in Table 26. 
Total responses to this question were heavily in the 
"disagree" category, perceiving that student rights were 
violated or potentially violated on this point. By class 
within colleges, the highest percentage to "disagree" were 
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Table 26. Response to Question No. 18 
" I  A M  IN F O R M E D  O F  T H E  FA C U L T Y  W H O  A R E  TE A C H I N G  S P E C I F I C  
C O U R S E S  E A C H  S E M E S T E R  
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E !  C L A S S  N  AGR E E  % A G R E E  % D / K  % 
A G R I C U L T U R E  F r  16 4  25.0 0  1 2  7 5 . 0 0  0  0.0 0  
s o  2 7  6  22.2 2  1 9  7 0 . 3 7  2  7.41  
J r  37  19  5 1 . 3 5  1 5  4 0 . 5 4  3  8.1 1  
s r  39 1 6  4 1 . 0 3  2 1  53. 8 5  2  5.13  
T O T A L S  1 1 9  4 5  37 . 8 2  6 7  56 . 3 0  7  5.8 8  
B U S I N E S S  F r  16 4  25.0 0  1 0  10 . 0 0  2  12.0 0  
SO 1 8  3  16.6 7  1 2  6 6 . 6 7  3  16. 6 7  
J r  49  2 2  44. 9 0  2 4  48 . 9 8  3  6.1 2  
s r  2 8  1 1  39. 2 9  1 6  5 7 . 1 4  1  3. 5 7  
T O T A L S  1 1 1  4 0  36. 0 4  6 2  55. 8 6  9  8.11  
D E S I G N  F r  2 2  3  13.6 4  1 3  5 9 , 0 9  6  27.2 7  
S o  20  10  50 . 0 0  8  40.0 0  2  10.0 0  
J r  38  10  26 . 3 2  2 6  6 8 . 4 2  2  5.26  
S r  14  9  64.2 9  5  35.7 1  0  0.00  
T O T A L S  9 4  3 2  34. 0 4  5 2  55 . 3 2  1 0  10 . 6 4  
E D U C A T I O N  F r  6  0  0.00  5  83.3 3  1  16. 6 7  
S o  33  1 1  33 . 3 3  2 1  63. 6 4  1  3.03  
J r  51  14  27 . 4 5  3 5  68 . 6 3  2  3.92  
s r  45  16  3 5 . 5 6  2 8  62 . 2 2  1  2.2 2  
T O T A L S  1 3 5  4 1  30 . 3 7  8 9  65 . 9 3  5  3.70  
EN G I N E E R I N G  F r  6 2  18  29 . 0 3  2 9  46 . 7 7  1 5  2 4 . 1 9  
s o  35  3  8.5 7  2 8  80. 0 0  4  11.4 3  
J r  31  2  6.45  2 6  83 . 8 7  3  9.6 8  
s r  57  1 8  31 . 5 8  3 9  68 . 4 2  0  0.00  
TOTALS 1 8 5  4 1  22 . 1 6  1 2 2  6 5 . 9 5  2 2  11. 8 9  
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Table 26. (continued) 
C O L L E G E :  C L A S S  N  AGR E E  9  
DIS­
A G R E E  % 
N / A  
D / K  % 
F A M I L Y  &  Fr 2  1 50 . 0 0  1  5 0  . 0 0  0  0  .00  
CO N S U M E R  S o  5  1  20 .0 0  3  6 0  .0 0  1  2 0  .0 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  3  2  66 .6 7  1  33  . 3 3  0  0  .00 
s r  13  2  15 . 3 8  9  69  .2 3  2  15 . 3 8  
T O T A L S  2 3  6  26 .09  1 4  6 0  .8 7  3  13 .0 4  
L I B E R A L  F r  5 4  11  20.  , 3 7  3 1  57. , 4 1  1 2  22 ,  . 2 2  
ARTS AND S o  3 4  6  17, . 6 5  2 6  76.  , 4 7  2  5, . 8 8  
SCIENCES J r  52  1 5  28.  , 8 5  3 5  67.  , 3 1  2  3. 85  
s r  5 8  16 27 ,  , 5 9  4 0  68.  , 9 7  2  3, . 4 5  
T O T A L S  1 9 8  4 8  24.  ,2 4  1 3 2  6 6 ,  ,6 7  1 8  9 .  0 9  
T O T A L  F r  17 8  4 1  23,  ,03  1 0 1  5 6 .  ,7 4  3 6  2 0 .  2 2  
TO T A L  s o  172  4 0  23 .  ,26  1 1 7  6 8 .  02 1 5  8 .  7 2  
TOT A L  J r  2 6 1  8 4  32 .  1 8  1 6 2  6 2 .  0 7  15  5 .  7 5  
TO T A L  s r  25 4  8 8  34 .  6 5  158  6 2 .  2 0  8  3. 15  
TOTALS 8 6 5  2 5 3  2 9 .  2 5  53 8  6 2 .  2 0  7 4  8 .  5 5  
CH I - S Q U A R E  C A L C U L A T I O N  F O R  TO T A L S  I N  TAB L E  2 6 :  
D I S ­ D I S ­ N / A  N / A  
A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  D / K  D / K  T O T A L  
O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  
F r  4 1  52. 0 6  1 0 1  1 1 0 . 7 1  3 6  15 . 2 3  1 7 8  
S O  4 0  50. 3 1  1 1 7  1 0 6 . 9 8  1 5  1 4 . 7 1  1 7 2  
J r  8 4  76 . 3 4  1 6 2  1 6 2 . 3 3  1 5  2 2 . 3 3  2 6 1  
s r  88  74. 2 9  1 5 8  1 5 7 . 9 8  8  21.7 3  2 5 4  
3TA L S  2 5 3  5 3 8  7 4  86 5  
CH I - S Q U A R E  a  48. 9 7  * D / F  »  6  
aaaaanaa aaa 
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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Engineering juniors with 83.87%, closely followed by 
Education freshmen with 83.33% (where N = 6). Similar high 
percentages of "disagree" responses included Engineering 
sophomores at 80.00%, Agriculture freshmen at 75% and 
Family and Consumer Sciences seniors at 69.23%. Highest 
percentages to "agree" (perception of protection of right 
to know who is teaching what section at registration) were 
Design seniors with 64.29% (ignoring any class where N < 
6 ) .  
By class across colleges, highest "agree" response 
percentage came from seniors with 34.65%, and lowest such 
response came from freshmen at 23.03%. Highest "disagree" 
percentage response was from sophomores at 68.02% and 
lowest such response from freshmen at 56.84%. 
calculations for the totals in Table 26 show a 
value of 48.97, which is statistically significant at the 
.05 level. The primary imbalance between expected and 
observed responses was in freshman "agree" and "don't know" 
responses, as juniors and seniors in the same category. 
The remaining responses were variant between expected and 
observed responses, but much closer than those specifically 
mentioned above. This question may indicate somewhat of a 
problem in granting/protecting the right to know 




["Distinguished faculty on campus are available for 
interaction with students."] 
Where distinguished faculty live and work on a given 
college/university campus, it is one of the rights of the 
students paying tuition to the school to know and interact 
with such individuals. This question assesses the 
protection of that right. To "agree" indicates a 
perception of protection of that right, while to "disagree" 
perceives a violation or potential violation. 
Results for this question are shown in Table 27. 
The results indicate a relatively high total number 
and percentage responding in the "not applicable or don't 
know" category. These responses included 255 participants 
or 29.51% of the total. Perhaps these individuals have no 
perception who is a "distinguished faculty member" or 
perhaps they have no perception because they have had no 
experience in this regard. If that were the case, one 
might surmise that such responses would most likely come 
from freshmen and/or sophomores. To the contrary, the 
highest total across colleges was juniors, with 78 
responses in this category, for 29.89% of the total juniors 
(which is about the same percentage as the overall total). 
The junior class showed the highest number of participants 
in this study. 
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Table 27. Response to Question No. 20 
" D I S T I N G U I S H E D  F A C U L T Y  O N  CA M P U S  A R E  AV A I L A B L E  F O R  IN T E R A C T I O N  W I T H  S T U D E N T S . "  
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E  :  CLASS N  AGR E E  » A G R E E  % D / K  % 
A G R I C U L T U R E  F r  16 7  43  .7 5  3  18 .7 5  6  37  . 5 0  
S o  27  14  5 1  . 8 5  9  33 . 3 3  4  14 . 8 1  
J r  3 7  1 4  3 7  . 8 4  1 7  4 5  . 9 5  6  16 . 2 2  
s r  39  1 4  3 5  . 9 0  1 7  4 3  .59  8  20 . 5 1  
TO T A L S  1 1 9  4 9  4 1  . 1 8  4 6  3 8  .6 6  2 4  2 0  .1 7  
B U S I N E S S  F r  16 9  56  . 2 5  2  10 . 0 0  5  12 . 0 0  
SO 1 8  5  2 7  .7 8  7  38 .8 9  6  33 .3 3  
J r  49  2 0  4 0  .8 2  1 8  3 6  . 7 3  1 1  2 2  . 4 5  
S r  2 7  13  4 8  .15  6  22 .22  8  29 . 6 3  
T O T A L S  1 1 0  4 7  4 2  .7 3  3 3  3 0  .0 0  3 0  2 7  . 2 7  
D E S I G N  F r  2 2  6  27 .27  3  13. 6 4  1 3  59,  . 0 9  
S o  2 0  .  3  15. 0 0  8  40. 0 0  9  45. 0 0  
J r  3 8  1 4  36.  8 4  1 1  2 8 .  95  1 3  34.  2 1  
s r  14  7  50. , 0 0  5  35.  ,71  2  14. , 2 9  
T O T A L S  9 4  3 0  31.  91  2 7  2 8 .  to
 
3 7  39.  36  
E D U C A T I O N  F r  6  4  66. ,67 1  16.  6 7  1  16. 6 7  
S o  33  16  4 8 .  4 8  7  21. 2 1  1 0  3 0 .  3 0  
J r  5 1  15  2 9 .  4 1  17 3 3 .  3 3  19  3 7 .  2 5  
S r  4 5  16 3 5 .  5 6  1 3  2 8 .  8 9  1 6  3 5 .  5 6  
TOTALS 1 3 5  5 1  3 7 .  7 8  3 8  2 8 .  1 5  4 6  3 4 .  0 7  
EN G I N E E R I N G  F r  6 2  2 1  33 .  8 7  16 2 5 .  8 1  2 5  40 .  3 2  
SO 3 5  1 3  3 7 .  1 4  7  20. 0 0  1 5  4 2 .  8 6  
J r  3 1  7  22. 5 8  11  3 5 .  4 8  13  4 1 .  9 4  
s r  57  3 2  5 6 .  14  15  2 6 .  3 2  10  1 7 .  5 4  
T O T A L S  1 8 5  7 3  39. 4 6  4 9  2 6 . 4 9  6 3  34. 0 5  
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Table 27. (continued) 
C O L L E G E  !  CLASS  N  AGR E E  % 
D I S ­
A G R E E  % 
N / A  
D / K  « 
F A M I L Y  &  Fr 2  0  0  .00 2  100  . 0 0  0  0  .00 
CO N S U M E R  s o  5  3 6 0  .0 0  1  20. 0 0  1  20  .0 0  
SC I E N C E S  J r  3  1  33 .3 3  1  33. 3 3  1  33 . 3 3  
s r  1 3  4  30 . 7 7  4  30. 7 7  5  38 . 4 6  
T O T A L S  2 3  8  34 . 7 8  8  34, , 7 8  7  30  .4 3  
L I B E R A L  F r  5 4  2 7  50, . 0 0  1 2  2 2 .  2 2  1 5  27.  7 8  
A R T S  A N D  s o  3 4  9  26. 4 7  1 6  4 7 .  0 6  9  26. 4 7  
S C I E N C E S  J r  5 2  22 42.  3 1  1 5  2 8 .  8 5  1 5  28.  8 5  
S r  5 8  27  46,  . 5 5  2 2  3 7 .  9 3  9  15, . 5 2  
T O T A L S  1 9 8  8 5  42 .  ,9 3  6 5  32 .  8 3  4 8  24,  ,2 4  
T O T A L  F r  17 8  7 4  41 .  ,57  3 9  2 1 .  9 1  6 5  36 .  5 2  
TO T A L  S o  172  6 3  36 .  6 3  5 5  3 1 .  9 8  54  31 .  4 0  
TO T A L  J r  26 1  9 3  35 .  6 3  9 0  34 .  4 8  7 8  29 .  8 9  
T O T A L  s r  253  11 3  4 4 .  6 6  8 2  3 2 .  4 1  5 8  2 2 .  9 2  
TOT A L S  8 6 4  3 4 3  3 9 .  7 0  26 6  3 0 .  7 9  2 5 5  2 9 .  5 1  
CHI - S Q U A R E  C A L C U L A T I O N  F O R  TOT A L S  I N  TAB L E  2 7 :  
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 7 4  70. 6 6  3 9  5 4 . 8 0  6 5  52. 5 3  1 7 8  
So 6 3  68. 2 8  5 5  52 . 9 5  5 4  50 . 7 6  1 7 2  
Jr 9 3  103. 6 1  9 0  80 . 3 5  7 8  77 . 0 3  2 6 1  
sr 1 1 3  1 0 0 . 4 4  8 2  7 7 . 8 9  5 8  74 . 6 7  2 5 3  
3TALS 3 4 3  26 6  2 5 5  8 6 4  
CHI-SQUARE a 1 6 . 1 3  *  D/F = 6  
ss>ais 3 a a a a  
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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By class within colleges, the highest percentage to 
"disagree" (potential rights violation) was Liberal Arts 
and Sciences freshmen at 50.00% (27 of 54 participants) 
(ignoring any class where N < 6). Lowest to "disagree" was 
Business freshmen at 10.00%. 
It is notable that the total percentages by class 
across colleges do not indicate any trend; the percentages 
are mixed in both "agree" and "disagree" categories. The 
most significant statistic is, however, that nearly 3 out 
of every 10 participants responded "not applicable or don't 
know". 
calculations for the totals in Table 26 reflect a 
value of 16.13, which is statistically significant at the 
.05 level. 
Question 21 
["Information about employment possibilities after 
graduation is available from Iowa State."] 
Another element of the right to be informed concerns 
information about employment opportunities after 
graduation. Of course, this is specifically important to 
any student with reference to his/her major field of 
study. Table 28 shows the results for this question. 
To "agree" would indicate a perception that the 
student's rights were protected for this question. In 
fact, a large plurality of students in most classes within 
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Table 28. Response to Question No. 21 
"INFORMATION ABOUT EMPLOYMENT POSSIBILITIES AFTER GRADUATION IS AVAILABLE 
FROM IOWA STATE." 
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E :  C L A S S  N  AGR E E  % A G R E E  % D / K  % 
A G R I C U L T U R E  F r  16  1 3  8 1  .2 5  0  0 .00  3  18 . 7 5  
S o  2 7  2 0  7 4  .0 7  2  7  .41  5  18 . 5 2  
J r  3 7  2 9  7 8  . 3 8  5  13 . 5 1  3  8  .11  
s r  39  2 9  7 4  .36  4  10 .2 6  6  15 . 3 8  
T O T A L S  1 1 9  9 1  76  . 4 7  1 1  9  .24  17  1 4  . 2 9  
B U S I N E S S  F r  16 9  56 .2 5  0  10 . 0 0  7  12 . 0 0  
S o  18  1 1  6 1  .11  3  16 . 6 7  4  22 .2 2  
J r  49  4 1  83  . 6 7  2  4  .08  6  12 . 2 4  
S r  2 8  21  7 5  . 0 0  3  10  . 7 1  4  14 .2 9  
T O T A L S  1 1 1  8 2  7 3  .8 7  8  7  .21 2 1  18  . 9 2  
D E S I G N  F r  2 2  15  68.  1 8  1  4. 5 5  6  27  .27  
S o  2 0  11  55.  0 0  3  15. 0 0  6  30. 0 0  
J r  3 8  2 2  57.  ,8 9  4  10. 5 3  1 2  31 ,  . 5 8  
s r  1 4  9  64. 29  3  21.  , 4 3  2  14. , 2 9  
T O T A L S  9 4  5 7  60.  64  1 1  11 .  , 7 0  2 6  2 7 .  ,66  
E D U C A T I O N  F r  6  4  66. 6 7  1  16.  6 7  1  16.  6 7  
SO 3 3  2 3  69 .  7 0  0  0. 0 0  10  3 0 .  3 0  
J r  5 1  3 2  6 2 .  7 5  7  13. 7 3  1 2  2 3 .  5 3  
S r  4 5  32  7 1 .  1 1  4  8.  89  9  20. 0 0  
TO T A L S  1 3 5  9 1  67 .  4 1  12  8 .  8 9  3 2  2 3 .  7 0  
ENG I N E E R I N G  F r  6 2  5 1  82 .  2 6  1  1 .  6 1  1 0  16 .  1 3  
SO 3 5  3 0  85.  7 1  2  5. 7 1  3  8. 5 7  
J r  3 1  2 3  74 .  19  3  9 .  6 8  5  16.  1 3  
s r  5 7  52  9 1 .  2 3  3  5 .  26  2  3. 5 1  
TOT A L S  1 8 5  1 5 6  8 4 . 3 2  9  4.86  2 0  10 . 8 1  
150 
Table 28. (continued) 
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E  :  CLASS N  AGR E E  % A G R E E  % D / K  « 
F A M I L Y  &  Fr 2  1 50.0 0  0  0.00  1  50. 0 0  
C O N S U M E R  S o  5  4  80.00  0  0.00  1  20. 0 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  3  2  66.6 7  0  0.00  1  33. 3 3  
s r  13 1 2  9 2 . 3 1  0  0.00  1  7.6 9  
T O T A L S  2 3  19 8 2 . 6 1  0  0.00  4  17.3 9  
L I B E R A L  F r  54  2 7  50. 0 0  2  3.70  2 5  46 . 3 0  
A R T S  A N D  S o  34  18  52 . 9 4  2  5.88  1 4  41 . 1 8  
S C I E N C E S  J r  52  2 4  46. 1 5  9  17.3 1  1 9  3 6 . 5 4  
s r  5 8  4 2  72 . 4 1  7  12.0 7  9  15.5 2  
T O T A L S  1 9 8  1 1 1  56 . 0 6  2 0  10 . 1 0  6 7  33. 8 4  
T O T A L  F r  178  1 2 0  6 7 . 4 2  5  2.8 1  5 3  29 . 7 8  
T O T A L  S o  172  1 1 7  6 8 . 0 2  1 2  6 . 9 8  4 3  25 . 0 0  
T O T A L  J r  26 1  17 3  6 6 . 2 8  3 0  11 . 4 9  5 8  22 . 2 2  
T O T A L  S r  25 4  19 7  7 7 . 5 6  2 4  9 . 4 5  3 3  12. 9 9  
T O T A L S  8 6 5  6 0 7  70 . 1 7  7 1  8 . 2 1  1 8 7  2 1 . 6 2  
C H I - S Q U A R E  C A L C U L A T I O N  F O R  TO T A L S  I N  TA B L E  2 8 :  
D I S ­ D I S ­ N / A  N / A  
A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  D / K  D / K  T O T A L  
O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  
F r  12 0  1 2 4 . 9 1  5  14.6 1  5 3  3 8 . 4 8  1 7 8  
S o  117  1 2 0 . 7 0  1 2  14 . 1 2  4 3  37 . 1 8  1 7 2  
J r  17 3  1 8 3 . 1 5  3 0  21 . 4 2  5 8  5 6 . 4 2  2 6 1  
s r  197  1 7 8 . 2 4  2 4  20 . 8 5  3 3  5 4 . 9 1  2 5 4  
TO T A L S  6 0 7  7 1  18 7  8 6 5  
C H I - S Q U A R E  =  28. 5 7  * D / F  =  6  
tastas a s a a s  s s s  
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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colleges, and overall across colleges responded "agree" to 
this question. Highest percentage within colleges was 
Family and Consumer Sciences seniors with 92.31% closely 
followed by Engineering seniors with 91.23%. Highest 
"disagree" response by class was Liberal Arts and Sciences 
juniors with 17.31%. 
It is notable here that the higher the grade level 
(from freshman to senior) generally speaking, the higher 
the "agree" response. Likewise, the lowest "don't know" 
response across colleges was seniors, the ones most likely 
to inquire about this information because of job seeking 
prior to graduation. 
n ^ 
calculations for this question indicate a value 
of 28.57, which is statistically significant at the .05 
level. Primary imbalances in the table appear to be junior 
and senior "agree" responses, where more were expected than 
were observed, and the freshman and sophomore "don't know" 
response, where less were expected than were observed. 
Question 22 
["My instructors follow course syllabi without 
additional requirements after classes begin."] 
The question has to do with the student's right to be 
informed of anticipated classroom procedures at the time 
he/she signs up for a course. Stated otherwise, do 
instructors insist on additional requirements that students 
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do not know about at semester's beginning. The results of 
this question are shown in Table 29. 
The question is phrased so that to "agree" is to 
display a perception that student rights to be informed are 
protected, while to "disagree" is to perceive that there is 
violation or potential violation of student rights. 
By class within colleges, the highest percentage of 
"agree" responses was from Education freshmen, with a 
percentage of 83.33% (N = 6). Highest disagreement was 
displayed by Business seniors with a rate of 64.29% 
(ignoring any class where N < 6). While these rates do not 
display exceptionally high disagreement (compared to some 
other questions), it is noteworthy that by college, the 
rate of "disagree" response ranged from 37.88% (lowest. 
College of Liberal Arts and Sciences) to 56.52% (highest. 
College of Family and Consumer Sciences; N = 23). On an 
overall basis, by class across colleges, the range was from 
28.09% (lowest, freshmen) to 47.64% (highest, seniors). 
Across the entire University, the percentage rate of 
"disagree" for this question was 41.92%. In other words, 
nearly 42 out of every 100 students perceived that their 
instructors (at least some; the data do not indicate that 
"every" instructor does this) did not follow course syllabi 
but, instead, insisted on additional requirements after 
classes had begun. This appears to be a high percentage, 
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Table 29. Response to Question No. 22 
"MY INSTRUCTORS FOLLOW COURSE SYLLABI WITHOUT ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS 
A F T E R  C L A S S E S  B E G I N . "  
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E :  C L A S S  N  AGR E E  % A G R E E  % D / K  % 
A G R I C U L T U R E  P r  16 1 1  6 8 . 7 5  4  25.0 0  1  6. 2 5  
S o  2 8  14  50 . 0 0  1 4  5 0 . 0 0  0  0.0 0  
J r  37  19 5 1 . 3 5  1 6  4 3 . 2 4  2  5.41  
s r  39 19  4 8 . 7 2  1 8  4 6 . 1 5  2  5.1 3  
T O T A L S  1 2 0  6 3  52. 5 0  5 2  4 3 . 3 3  5  4. 1 7  
BU S I N E S S  F r  16 1 0  6 2 . 5 0  6  10.0 0  0  12.0 0  
SO 1 8  8  44.4 4  1 0  5 5 . 5 6  0  0.00  
J r  49  3 2  65. 3 1  1 7  3 4 . 6 9  0  0.0 0  
s r  2 8  10 35 . 7 1  1 8  6 4 . 2 9  0  0.0 0  
T O T A L S  1 1 1  6 0  54. 0 5  5 1  4 5 . 9 5  0  0.00  
DE S I G N  F r  2 2  12 5 4 . 5 5  1 0  4 5 . 4 5  0  0.00  
S o  2 0  10  50 . 0 0  1 0  5 0 . 0 0  0  0.00  
J r  3 8  18  4 7 . 3 7  2 0  52 . 6 3  0  0.00  
S r  1 4  7  50.0 0  7  50. 0 0  0  0.00  
T O T A L S  9 4  47  50. 0 0  4 7  50 . 0 0  0  0.00  
ED U C A T I O N  F r  6  5  83.3 3  1  16. 6 7  0  0.0 0  
s o  3 3  19  57 . 5 8  1 4  4 2 . 4 2  0  0.00  
J r  5 1  26  50 . 9 8  2 5  49 . 0 2  0  0.00  
s r  4 5  26  57 . 7 8  1 8  4 0 . 0 0  1  2.2 2  
T O T A L S  1 3 5  7 6  56 . 3 0  5 8  42 . 9 6  1  0.7 4  
E N G I N E E R I N G  F r  6 2  49  79 . 0 3  1 2  1 9 . 3 5  1  1.61  
S o  3 5  1 7  48 . 5 7  1 8  5 1 . 4 3  0  0.00  
J r  3 1  2 0  64 . 5 2  1 1  3 5 . 4 8  0  0.00  
s r  5 7  2 9  50 . 8 8  2 6  45 . 6 1  2  3.51  
T O T A L S  1 8 5  1 1 5  6 2 . 1 6  6 7  36. 2 2  3  1.62  
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Table 29. (continued) 
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E  !  CLASS  N  AGR E E  % A G R E E  % D / K  % 
F A M I L Y  &  Fr 2  1 50. 0 0  1  50. 0 0  0  0.0 0  
C O N S U M E R  SO 5  5  100. 0 0  0  0.0 0  0  0.0 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  • 3  1  33.3 3  2  66. 6 7  0  0.0 0  
s r  1 3  3  23.0 8  1 0  7 6 . 9 2  0  0.0 0  
T O T A L S  2 3  10  43 . 4 8  1 3  5 6 . 5 2  0  0.0 0  
L I B E R A L  F r  5 4  38  70 . 3 7  1 6  2 9 . 6 3  0  0.0 0  
A R T S  A N D  s o  3 4  2 0  58. 8 2  1 4  4 1 . 1 8  0  0.0 0  
S C I E N C E S  J r  5 2  2 9  55 . 7 7  2 1  40 . 3 8  2  3.85  
s r  5 8  3 3  56 . 9 0  2 4  41 . 3 8  1  1.7 2  
T O T A L S  1 9 8  1 2 0  6 0 . 6 1  7 5  3 7 . 8 8  3  1.52  
T O T A L  F r  17 8  12 6  7 0 . 7 9  5 0  28 . 0 9  2  1.12  
T O T A L  So 1 7 3  9 3  53. 7 6  8 0  46 . 2 4  0  0.00  
T O T A L  J r  261  14 5  5 5 . 5 6  1 1 2  4 2 . 9 1  4  1.53  
T O T A L  s r  25 4  12 7  5 0 . 0 0  1 2 1  4 7 . 6 4  6  2.36  
T O T A L S  8 6 6  4 9 1  5 6 . 7 0  3 6 3  4 1 . 9 2  1 2  1. 3 9  
C H I - S Q U A R E  C A L C U L A T I O N  F O R  TO T A L S  I N  TA B L E  2 9 :  
D I S ­ D I S ­ N / A  N / A  
A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  D / K  D / K  T O T A L  
OBS E X P  OB S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  
F r  126  1 0 0 . 9 2  5 0  74 . 6 1  2  2.47  1 7 8  
s o  9 3  98. 0 9  8 0  72 . 5 2  0  2.40  1 7 3  
J r  145  1 4 7 . 9 8  1 1 2  1 0 9 . 4 0  4  3.62  2 6 1  
s r  12 7  1 4 4 . 0 1  1 2 1  1 0 6 . 4 7  6  3.52  2 5 4  
T O T A L S  4 9 1  3 6 3  1 2  8 6 6  
C H I - S Q U A R E  «  23.7 8  * D / F  - 6  
" 
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and perhaps is more illuminating than any other statistic 
for this question. 
calculations for this question indicate a value 
of 23.78, which is statistically significant at the .05 
level. Primarily, the imbalance between observed and 
expected for this question occurs in the freshman class, 
where more responses were observed than expected in the 
"agree" category, but less observations than expected in 
the "disagree" category; in the senior class, where less 
were observed than expected in the "agree" category but 
more were observed than expected in the "disagee" 
category. The other two classes showed only minor 
imbalances. 
Question 28 
["I have access to accurate course descriptions and 
requirements before registration at Iowa State 
University."] 
Again, here is a question that deals with accurate 
information prior to registration: is it available to 
students? The results for this question are shown in Table 
30. 
The responses to this question are notable in that 
there is a relatively high "agree" response (perception 
that rights are protected), a relatively low "disagree" 
response (perception that rights may be violated), and a 
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Table 30. Response to Question No. 28 
" I  HAV E  A C C E S S  T O  ACC U R A T E  C O U R S E  DE S C R I P T I O N S  A N D  RE Q U I R E M E N T S  B E F O R E  
R E G I S T R A T I O N  A T  IO W A  S T A T E  UN I V E R S I T Y . "  
D I S ­ N / A  
C O L L E G E :  C L A S S  N  AGR E E  % A G R E E  « D / K  % 
A G R I C U L T U R E  F r  16 1 4  87 . 5 0  0  0.0 0  2  12.5 0  
s o  27  2 2  81 . 4 8  4  14.8 1  1  3.7 0  
J r  37  2 6  70 . 2 7  1 0  27 . 0 3  1  2. 7 0  
s r  39 2 8  71. 7 9  1 0  2 5 . 6 4  1  2.5 6  
T O T A L S  1 1 9  9 0  75. 6 3  2 4  20. 1 7  5  4.2 0  
B U S I N E S S  F r  16 1 3  81 . 2 5  2  10.0 0  1  12. 0 0  
S o  17  1 3  7 6 . 4 7  3  17.6 5  1  5.8 8  
J r  49 3 8  77. 5 5  1 1  22 . 4 5  0  0.0 0  
s r  28  2 1  75. 0 0  3  10. 7 1  4  14.2 9  
T O T A L S  1 1 0  8 5  77 . 2 7  1 9  17 . 2 7  6  5.45  
D E S I G N  F r  22  1 7  77 . 2 7  4  18. 1 8  1  4 . 5 5  
S o  2 0  10 50 . 0 0  7  35. 0 0  3  15. 0 0  
J r  38  2 7  71 . 0 5  1 0  2 6 . 3 2  1  2.6 3  
S r  12 8  66.6 7  2  16.6 7  2  16.6 7  
T O T A L S  9 2  6 2  67. 3 9  2 3  25 . 0 0  7  7.6 1  
E D U C A T I O N  F r  6  6  100. 0 0  0  0.00  0  0.00  
S o  33  2 5  75. 7 6  6  18.1 8  2  6.06  
J r  51  3 0  58 . 8 2  1 9  3 7 . 2 5  2  3.92  
s r  45  3 4  75. 5 6  6  13.3 3  5  11. 1 1  
T O T A L S  1 3 5  9 5  70. 3 7  3 1  22. 9 6  9  6.6 7  
EN G I N E E R I N G  F r  6 2  53  85 . 4 8  6  9.68  3  4.8 4  
S o  35  2 4  68. 5 7  9  25.7 1  2  5.71  
J r  3 1  2 2  70. 9 7  7  22.5 8  2  ' 6 . 4 5  
S r  57  4 0  70. 1 8  1 3  22 . 8 1  4  7.02  
T O T A L S  1 8 5  1 3 9  7 5 . 1 4  3 5  18 . 9 2  1 1  5 . 9 5  
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Table 30. (continued) 
D I S -  N / A  
C O L L E G E :  C L A S S  N  AGR E E  %  AGRE E  «  D/R  
F A M I L Y  &  Fr 2  0  0.00  0  0.00  2  100. 0 0  
C O N S U M E R  s e  5 5  100. 0 0  0  0.00  0  0.00  
S C I E N C E S  J r  3  3  100. 0 0  0  0.00  0  0.0 0  
S r  13 9  69.2 3  4  30.7 7  0  0.00  
T O T A L S  2 3  1 7  7 3 . 9 1  4  17.3 9  2  8.70  
L I B E R A L  F r  54  3 6  6 6 . 6 7  1 3  2 4 . 0 7  5  9.2 6  
A R T S  A N D  S O  3 4  19 5 5 . 8 8  1 2  3 5 . 2 9  3  8.8 2  
S C I E N C E S  J r  52  3 4  65 . 3 8  1 6  3 0 . 7 7  2  3.85  
S r  5 8  3 8  65 . 5 2  1 7  2 9 . 3 1  3  5.1 7  
TOTALS 1 9 8  1 2 7  6 4 . 1 4  5 8  29 . 2 9  1 3  6 . 5 7  
T O T A L  F r  178  1 3 9  7 8 . 0 9  2 5  14 . 0 4  1 4  7 . 8 7  
T O T A L  S o  171  1 1 8  6 9 . 0 1  4 1  23 . 9 8  1 2  7 . 0 2  
T O T A L  J r  261  1 8 0  6 8 . 9 7  7 3  27 . 9 7  8  3.07  
T O T A L  s r  252  1 7 8  7 0 . 6 3  5 5  21 . 8 3  1 9  7 . 5 4  
T O T A L S  8 6 2  6 1 5  71 . 3 5  1 9 4  2 2 . 5 1  5 3  6 . 1 5  
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 3 0 :  
D I S -  D I S -  N / A  N / A  
A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  A G R E E  D / R  D / K  T O T A L  
O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  E X P  O B S  
Fr 1 3 9  1 2 7 . 0 0  2 5  40. 0 6  1 4  1 0 . 9 4  1 7 8  
So 1 1 8  12 2 . 0 0  4 1  38 . 4 8  1 2  1 0 . 5 1  1 7 1  
Jr 1 8 0  18 6 . 2 1  7 3  58 . 7 4  8  16.0 5  2 6 1  
Sr 1 7 8  17 9 . 7 9  5 5  5 6 , 7 1  1 9  1 5 . 4 9  2 5 2  
T O T A L S  6 1 5  19 4  5 3  8 6 2  
CH I - S Q U A R E  •  16.72 *  D/F 
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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very low "not applicable or don't know" response. Only 
a total of 53 participants (6.15% of the total 
participants) responded in the latter category. This 
indicates that information students need prior to 
registration is relatively easily obtained or appropriately 
available. 
Highest "agree" response by class within colleges 
was Education freshmen with 100.00%, followed by 
Agriculture freshmen at 87.50% and Engineering freshmen at 
85.48%. Highest "disagree" responses as a class came from 
Education juniors at 37.25%. The most noteworthy aspect of 
this question is perhaps the high positive responses, 
relatively low negative responses, and again, a very 
low response in the "not applicable or don't know" 
category. 
calculations for this question demonstrated a 
value of 16.72, which is statistically significant at the 
.05 level. 
Summary; The Right To Be Informed 
A total of 11 questions comprise this category, the 
questions having to do with academic advising. University 
catalog information, career advising, course evaluation, 
number of academic majors, faculty who are teaching 
specific courses, distinguished faculty, employment 
possibilities, instructional requirements and accessibility 
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of course information before registration. 
Responses generally were favorable, from the 
standpoint of total numbers, but a significant number of 
participants, taken by totals or by percentages, did 
indicate that there may be some problems of protection of 
students' right to be informed in some areas, while there 
were some indications of a remarkable lack (proportionally) 
of difficulties in other areas. 
Most notable on the positive side was a very high 
percentage of students perceiving that the University 
catalog contained adequate information for students to 
choose between courses. Also notable were high positive 
(rights protected) responses relating to academic and 
career advising. 
On the negative side, perhaps the most notable area of 
potential difficulty was the perceived unavailability of 
course evaluations to students before registration. Of 
the total participants (N = 865), a total of 243 disagreed 
with this question and 387 apparently had no opinion or 
perception. That does appear to demonstrate a rather high 
number of students who perceive their rights are not 
protected in this area. 
Another area of relatively high "disagree" responses 
(perceiving that rights may be violated) is in students not 
knowing what faculty are teaching specific courses at the 
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beginning of any given semester. The data cannot, of 
course, develop any reason why this may be so; there 
are no data to indicate whether students asked anyone 
in the department involved, for example. 
The Right To Choose 
This final segment of the study involves a total of 
four questions — Q2, Q8, Q19 and Q31. This is a rather 
small number of questions, and again, the number is low due 
to difficulty in substantiating any more questions clearly 
in the literature or judicial opinions. 
This area is closely allied with the area of right to 
be informed. In most cases, adequate information is 
necessary in order for a student to make an appropriate 
decision (or to choose between alternatives). Another 
aspect of the question is, however, the right to make 
the choice independently, without "pressure" from anyone, 
including University administrators. Several of the 
questions directly address this issue. 
Question 2 
["In obtaining insurance (health and otherwise), I can 
make choices without official pressure."] 
This question relates to a number of programs 
available to students, including mandatory health fees, 
voluntary health fees, and other fees that relate directly 
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or indirectly to insurance. 
The results of the tabulation for this question appear 
in Table 31. 
By class across colleges, the highest "agree" response 
(showing a perception that rights are protected) came from 
Agriculture sophomores with 66.67% (ignoring any class 
where N < 6). Numerous other classes displayed similarly 
high percentages in this category. Highest "disagree" 
responses were from Agriculture freshmen with 42.86% (where 
N = 7). By class across colleges, highest "agree" 
responses were from juniors with 57.09% and highest 
"disagree" responses were from seniors with 17.72%. It is 
notable that overall, 50.18% of the participants agreed 
with the question, while only 11.81% disagreed. A total of 
38.01% responded "not applicable or don't know". The 
latter response could indicate no experience, never having 
applied for insurance, being covered by insurance of 
his/her parents, and a number of other possibilities. This 
question response seems to indicate a small problem at this 
University. 
Question 8 
["I can choose between class sections without undue 
pressure from administration."] 
The question relates to "pressure" to put students in 
class sections arbitrarily, for administrative or other 
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Table 31. Response to Question No. 2 
"IN OBTAINING INSURANCE (HEALTH AND OTHERWISE), I CAN MAKE CHOICES 
WITHOUT OFFICIAL PRESSURE." 
DIS- N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE « AGREE % D/K « 
AGRICULTURE Fr 7 1 14.29 3 42.86 3 42.86 
So 27 18 66.67 2 7.41 7 25.93 
Jr 37 23 62.16 5 13.51 9 24.32 
Sr 39 18 46.15 10 25.64 11 28.21 
TOTALS 110 60 54.55 20 18.18 30 27.27 
BUSINESS Fr 16 6 37.50 2 10.00 8 12.00 
So 18 10 55.56 1 5.56 7 38.89 
Jr 49 28 57.14 2 4.08 19 38.78. 
sr 28 12 42.86 3 10.71 13 46.43 
TOTALS 111 56 50.45 8 7.21 47 42.34 
DESIGN Fr 22 10 45.45 2 9.09 10 45.45 
So 20 8 40.00 3 15.00 9 45.00 
Jr 38 16 42.11 3 7.89 19 50.00 
sr 14 6 42.86 3 21.43 5 35.71 
TOTALS 94 40 42.55 11 11.70 43 45.74 
EDUCATION Fr 6 1 16.67 0 0.00 5 83.33 
So 33 20 60.61 4 12.12 9 27.27 
Jr 51 30 58.82 4 7.84 17 33.33 
sr 45 21 46.67 8 17.78 16 35.56 
TOTALS 135 72 53.33 16 11.85 47 34.81 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 22 35.48 3 4.84 37 59.68 
so 34 15 44.12 4 11.76 15 44.12 
Jr 31 20 64.52 3 9.68 8 25.81 
sr 57 25 43.86 12 21.05 20 35.09 
TOTALS 184 82 44.57 22 11.96 80 43.48 
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Table 31. (continued) 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE t CLASS N AGREE « AGREE % D/K % 
FAMILY & Fr 2 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 100.00 
CONSUMER So 5 4 80.00 0 0.00 1 20.00 
SCIENCES Jr 3 2 66.67 0 0.00 1 33.33 
sr 13 6 46.15 0 0.00 7 53.85 
TOTALS 23 12 52.17 0 0.00 11 47.83 
LIBERAL Fr 54 29 53.70 3 5.56 22 40.74 
ARTS AND so 34 14 41.18 7 20.59 13 38.24 
SCIENCES Jr 52 30 57.69 5 9.62 17 32.69 
sr 58 34 58.62 9 15.52 15 25.86 
TOTALS 198 107 54.04 24 12.12 67 33.84 
TOTAL Fr 169 69 40.83 13 7.69 87 51.48 
TOTAL SO 171 89 52.05 21 12.28 61 35.67 
TOTAL Jr 261 149 57.09 22 8.43 90 34.48 
TOTAL sr 254 122 ,48.03 45 17.72 87 34.25 
TOTALS 855 429 50.18 101 11.81 325 38.01 
Cai-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 31; 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Fr 69 84.80 13 19.96 87 64.24 169 
so 89 85.80 21 20.20 61 65.00 171 
Jr 149 130.96 22 30.83 90 99.21 261 
sr 122 127.45 45 30.00 87 96.55 254 
TOTALS 429 101 325 855 
CHI-SQUARE - 28.37 * D/F » 6 
'mmmBmmm sas 
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reasons, to the disadvantage (possibly) of the student(s) 
involved. Results for this question are shown in Table 32. 
The responses to this question reflect a relatively 
high perception that rights are protected. That perception 
would be the "agree" response; to "disagree" would be to 
perceive that rights may be violated. It is notable that 
overall, across all colleges and classes, 71.33% of the 
participants agreed with this question, and another 10.52% 
responded "not applicable or don't know". In other words, 
since only 91 of 865 participants disagreed, it is apparent 
that nearly 9 out of every 10 participants perceived no 
particular problem in this regard. 
By class within colleges, the highest "agree" 
percentage was Business seniors with 85.71% (ignoring any 
class where N < 6). Highest "disagree" response was 33.33% 
by two classes. Education sophomores and Business 
sophomores. 
calculations for this question show a value of 
31.38, which is statistically significant at the .05 level. 
Question 19 
["Within applicable University rules, I can decide how 
to pay my registration fees."] 
This question is somewhat related to Question 2, which 
inquired about choice in obtaining health and other 
insurance. Responses to this question were even higher 
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Table 32. Response to Question No. 8 
"I CAN CHOOSE BETWEEN CLASS SECTIONS WITHOUT UNDUE PRESSURE 
FROM ADMINISTRATION." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE « AGREE % D/K % 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 11 68 .75 2 12 .50 3 18 .75 
So 27 20 74 .07 5 18 .52 2 7 .41 
Jr 37 29 78 .38 5 13 .51 3 8 .11 
Sr 39 27 69 .23 9 23 .08 3 7 .69 
TOTALS 119 87 73 .11 21 17 .65 11 9 .24 
BUSINESS Fr 16 12 75 .00 1 10 .00 3 12 .00 




6 33 .33 3 16 .67 
Jr 49 41 83 .67 4 8 .16 4 8 .16 
Sr 28 24 85 .71 4 14 .29 0 0 .00 
TOTALS 111 86 77 .48 15 13 .51 10 9 .01 
DESIGN Fr 22 14 63. 64 3 13, .64 5 22. 73 
SO 20 14 70, .00 4 20, .00 2 10, .00 
Jr 38 26 68. ,42 5 13, .16 7 18, .42 
Sr 14 11 78. 57 3 21. 43 0 0. ,00 
TOTALS 94 65 69. ,15 15 15. 96 14 14. 89 
EDUCATION Fr 6 3 50. 00 1 16. ,67 2 33. 33 
SO 33 20 60. 61 11 33. 33 2 6. 06 
Jr 51 39 76. 47 9 17. 65 3 5. 88 
sr 45 35 77. 78 10 22. 22 0 0. 00 
TOTALS 135 97 71. 85 31 22. 96 7 5. 19 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 41 66. 13 10 16. 13 11 17. 74 
So 35 25 71. 43 5 14. 29 5 14. 29 
Jr 31 25 80. 65 3 9. 68 3 9. 68 
sr 57 36 63. 16 17 29. 82 4 7. 02 
TOTALS 185 127 68.65 35 18.92 23 12.43 
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Table 32. (continued) 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE « AGREE % D/K % 
FAMILY 6 Fr 2 2 100.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 
CONSUMER So 5 4 80.00 1 20.00 0 0.00 
SCIENCES Jr. 3 2 66.67 0 0.00 1 33.33 
sr 13 8 61.54 4 30.77 1 7.69 
TOTALS 23 16 69.57 5 21.74 2 8.70 
LIBERAL Fr 54 37 68.52 8 14.81 9 16.67 
ARTS AND so 34 21 61.76 7 20.59 6 17.65 
SCIENCES Jr 52 38 73.08 9 17.31 5 9.62 
sr 58 43 74.14 11 18.97 4 6.90 
TOTALS 198 139 70.20 35 17.68 24 12.12 
TOTAL Fr 178 120 67.42 25 14.04 33 18.54 
TOTAL SO 172 113 65.70 39 22.67 20 11.63 
TOTAL Jr 261 200 76.63 35 13.41 26 9.96 
TOTAL sr 254 184 72.44 58 22.83 12 4.72 
TOTALS 865 617 71.33 157 18.15 91 10.52 
CHI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 32: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
Tt 120 126 .97 25 32.31 33 18.73 178 
SO 113 122 .69 39 31.22 20 18.09 172 
Jt 200 186 .17 35 47.37 26 27.46 261 
sr 184 181 .18 58 46.10 12 26.72 254 
TOTALS 617 157 91 865 
CHI-SQUARE " 31.38 * D/F - 6 
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than those for Question 2 in the "agree" or favorable 
response (rights protected). Results for this question are 
shown in Table 33. 
Highest percentage to "agree", by class within 
colleges was Education freshmen with 100.00% (N = 6), 
followed by Design freshmen with 95.45% (ignoring any class 
where N < 6). Highest class to "disagree" by percentages 
was Education juniors with 23.53% (again, ignoring any 
class where N < 6). Overall, by class across colleges, 
highest "agree" percentage was seniors with 80.31% closely 
followed by sophomores with 80.23%. Highest "disagree" 
response was juniors with 15.33%. 
The responses to this question tend to indicate that 
there is a very small problem in this area. A total of 99 
out of 865 responded "disagree" for 11.45% and an 
additional 94 responded "not applicable or don't know" for 
an additional 10.87%. Reasons for the latter reponse may 
well be similar to those discussed for Question 2 (p. 166). 
calculations for the totals in Table 33 show a 
value of 11.70, which is not statistically significant at 
the .05 level. 
Question 31 
["I can choose my classes (within college guidelines) 
without undue pressure from my advisor."] 
This question is somewhat related to Question 8. 
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Table 33. Response to Question 19 
"WITHIN APPLICABLE UNIVERSITY RULES, I CAN DECIDE HOW TO PAY MY 
REGISTRATION FEES." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N AGREE % AGREE « D/K « 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 12 75 .00 2 12 .50 2 12 .50 
So 27 23 85 .19 1 3 .70 3 11 .11 
Jr 37 27 72 .97 8 21 .62 2 5 .41 
Sr 39 33 84 .62 2 5 .13 4 10 .26 
TOTALS 119 95 79 .83 13 10 .92 11 9 .24 
BUSINESS Fr 16 12 75 .00 1 10 .00 3 12 .00 
SO 18 14 77 .78 4 22 .22 0 0 .00 
Jr 49 40 81 .63 4 8 .16 5 10 .20 
sr 28 20 71 .43 1 3 .57 7 25 .00 
TOTALS 111 86 77 .48 10 9 .01 15 13 .51 
DESIGN Fr 22 21 95, .45 0 0 .00 1 4, .55 
So 20 15 75, .00 2 10, .00 3 15. 00 
Jr 38 32 84, .21 4 10, .53 2 5. 26 
sr 14 11 78. ,57 2 14. ,29 1 7. ,14 
TOTALS 94 79 84, ,04 8 8. ,51 7 7. 45 
EDUCATION Fr 6 6 100. 00 0 0. 00 0 0. 00 
So 33 24 72. 73 4 12. 12 5 15. 15 
Jr 51 31 60. 78 12 23. 53 8 15. 69 
Sr 45 36 80. 00 5 11. 11 4 8. 89 
TOTALS 135 97 71. 85 21 15. 56 17 12. 59 
ENGINEERING Fr 62 47 75. 81 2 3. 23 13 20. 97 
SO 35 29 82. 86 4 11. 43 2 5. 71 
Jr 31 26 83. 87 4 12. 90 1 3. 23 
sr 57 49 85. 96 5 8. 77 3 5. 26 
TOTALS 185 151 81.62 15 8.11 19 10.27 
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Table 33. (continued) 
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0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
0 . 0 0  
15.38 
TOTALS 23 17 73.91 17.39 8.70 
LIBERAL Fr 54 38 70.37 7 12.96 9 16.67 
ARTS AND SO 34 28 82.35 4 11.76 2 5.88 
SCIENCES Jr 52 36 69.23 7 13.46 9 17.31 
Sr 58 45 77.59 10 17.24 3 5.17 
TOTALS 198 147 74.24 28 14.14 23 11.62 
TOTAL Fr 178 136 70.40 14 7.87 28 15.73 
TOTAL SO 172 138 80.23 19 11.05 15 8.72 
TOTAL Jr 261 194 74.33 40 15.33 27 10.34 
TOTAL sr 254 204 80.31 26 10.24 24 9.45 
TOTALS 865 672 77.69 99 11.45 94 10.87 
CBI-SQUARE CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 33: 
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
rr 136 138.28 14 20.37 28 19.34 178 
So 138 133.62 19 19.69 15 18.69 172 
194 202.77 40 29.87 27 28.36 261 
Sr 204 197.33 26 29.07 24 27.60 254 
9EALS 672 99 94 865 
CBI-SQUARE - 11.70 D/F « 6 
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That question related to "undue pressure" from 
administration in choice of class sections, while this 
question specifically addressed the adademic advisor (who 
may be in a position to exert "undue pressure" so far as 
the student is concerned). The results from this question 
are shown in Table 34. 
Responses to this question are uniformly high in the 
"agree" category (rights protected) and relatively low in 
the "disagree" category (rights not protected). 
Significantly, a very small response fell in the "not 
applicable or don't know" category; only 39 of 863 
participants so responded, for a rather low 4.52%. 
Highest class within colleges to "agree" was Education 
juniors with 90.20%, but a number of other classes had 
responses just below that percentage, including Engineering 
seniors with 89.47%, Business seniors with 89.29% and 
Agriculture juniors with 89.19% (ignoring any class where N 
< 6). Highest disagreement was registered by Liberal Arts 
and Sciences freshmen with 24.07%. 
By class across colleges, highest "agree" response was 
seniors with 84.19% and highest "disagree" response was 
sophomores with 17.54%. 
calculations for the totals in Table 34 show a 
value of 22.47, which is statistically significant at the 
.05 level. 
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Table 34. Response to Question 31 
"I CAN CHOOSE MY CLASSES (WITHIN COLLEGE GUIDELINES) WITHOUT 
UNDUE PRESSURE FROM MY ADVISOR." 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE: CLASS N AGREE « AGREE « D/K « 
AGRICULTURE Fr 16 14 8 7 . 5 0  1 6 . 2 5  1 6 . 2 5  
So 27 24 8 8 . 8 9  3 1 1 . 1 1  0 0 . 0 0  
Jr 37 33 8 9 . 1 9  4 1 0 . 8 1  0 0 . 0 0  
Sr 39 31 7 9 . 4 9  8 2 0 . 5 1  0 0 . 0 0  
TOTALS 119 102 8 5 . 7 1  16 1 3 . 4 5  1 0 . 8 4  
BUSINESS Fr 16 14 8 7 . 5 0  2 1 0 . 0 0  0 1 2 . 0 0  
SO 17 13 7 6 . 4 7  3 1 7 . 6 5  1 5 . 8 8  
Jr 49 44 8 9 . 8 0  3 6 . 1 2  2 4 . 0 8  
Sr 28 25 8 9 . 2 9  2 7 . 1 4  1 3 . 5 7  
TOTALS 1 1 0  96 8 7 . 2 7  10 9 . 0 9  4 3 . 6 4  
DESIGN Fr 22 15 6 8 . 1 8  3 1 3 . 6 4  4 1 8 . 1 8  
So 20 16 8 0 . 0 0  3 1 5 . 0 0  1 5 . 0 0  
Jr 38 28 7 3 . 6 8  9 2 3 . 6 8  1 2 . 6 3  
sr 13 10 7 6 . 9 2  3 2 3 . 0 8  0 0 . 0 0  
TOTALS 93 69 7 4 . 1 9  18 1 9 . 3 5  6 6 . 4 5  
EDUCATION Fr 6 5 8 3 . 3 3  1 1 6 . 6 7  0 0 . 0 0  
So 33 27 8 1 . 8 2  6 1 8 . 1 8  0 0 . 0 0  
J r  5 1  4 6  9 0 . 2 0  5  9 . 8 0  0  0 . 0 0  
s r  4 5  3 5  7 7 . 7 8  8  1 7 . 7 8  2  4 . 4 4  
TOTALS 1 3 5  1 1 3  8 3 . 7 0  2 0  1 4 . 8 1  2  1 . 4 8  
ENGINEERING F r  6 2  4 0  6 4 . 5 2  1 0  1 6 . 1 3  1 2  1 9 . 3 5  
SO 3 5  2 8  8 0 . 0 0  6  1 7 . 1 4  1  2 . 8 6  
J r  3 1  2 2  7 0 . 9 7  7  2 2 . 5 8  2  6 . 4 5  
S r  5 7  5 1  8 9 . 4 7  2  3 . 5 1  4  7 . 0 2  
TOTALS 1 8 5  1 4 1  7 6 . 2 2  2 5  1 3 . 5 1  1 9  1 0 . 2 7  
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Table 34. (continued) 
DIS­ N/A 
COLLEGE : CLASS N  AGREE « AGREE % D/K « 
FAMILY & F r  2  2  1 0 0 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  
CONSUMER s o  5  4  8 0 . 0 0  1  2 0 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  
SCIENCES J r  3  3  1 0 0 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  0  0 . 0 0  
S r  1 3  1 2  9 2 . 3 1  1  7 . 6 9  0  0 . 0 0  
TOTALS 2 3  2 1  9 1 . 3 0  2  8 . 7 0  0  0 . 0 0  
LIBERAL F r  5 4  3 9  7 2 . 2 2  1 3  2 4 . 0 7  2  3 . 7 0  
ARTS AND S O  3 4  2 4  7 0 . 5 9  8  2 3 . 5 3  2  5 . 8 8  
SCIENCES J r  5 2  3 8  7 3 . 0 8  1 1  2 1 . 1 5  3  5 . 7 7  
S r  5 8  4 9  8 4 . 4 8  9  1 5 . 5 2  0  0 . 0 0  
TOTALS 1 9 8  1 5 0  7 5 . 7 6  4 1  2 0 . 7 1  7  3 . 5 4  
TOTAL F r  1 7 8  129 7 2 . 4 7  3 0  1 6 . 8 5  1 9  1 0 . 6 7  
TOTAL S O  1 7 1  1 3 6  7 9 . 5 3  3 0  1 7 . 5 4  5  2 . 9 2  
TOTAL J r  2 6 1  2 1 4  8 1 . 9 9  3 9  1 4 . 9 4  8  3 . 0 7  
TOTAL s r  2 5 3  2 1 3  8 4 . 1 9  3 3  1 3 . 0 4  7  2 . 7 7  
TOTALS 8 6 3  6 9 2  8 0 . 1 9  132 1 5 . 3 0  3 9  4 . 5 2  
CHI-SQUARE : CALCULATION FOR TOTALS IN TABLE 3 4 :  
DIS­ DIS­ N/A N/A 
AGREE AGREE AGREE AGREE D/K D/K TOTAL 
OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS EXP OBS 
F r  1 2 9  1 4 2 . 7 3  3 0  2 7 . 2 3  1 9  8 . 0 4  1 7 8  
SO 1 3 6  1 3 7 . 1 2  3 0  2 6 . 1 6  5  7 . 7 3  1 7 1  
J r  2 1 4  2 0 9 . 2 8  3 9  3 9 . 9 2  8  1 1 . 7 9  2 6 1  
s r  2 1 3  2 0 2 . 8 7  3 3  3 8 . 7 0  7  1 1 . 4 3  2 5 3  
TOTALS 6 9 2  132 3 9  8 6 3  
CHI-SQUARE = 2 2 . 4 7  *  D/F 
«STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT AT THE .05 LEVEL 
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Summary! The Right to Choose 
The total responses to the four questions in this 
category were the highest "agree" responses in the study, 
indicating that the students' rights were adequately 
protected, according to their own perception. However, it 
is notable that there were a significant number of 
"disagree" responses to several of the questions. Perhaps 
the totals of negative responses is instructive, inasmuch 
as the entire study proceeded on the basis that any 
perception of rights violation or potential rights 
violation may indicate a problem. For example, 101 
participants responded "disagree" to Question 2, indicating 
a perception that there was "undue pressure" in the matter 
of selecting or obtaining health and other insurance. 
Regarding Question 8, a total of 157 students indicated a 
perception that there was pressure in choosing between 
class sections. In Question 19, a total of 99 students 
felt some difficulty in deciding how to pay his/her 
registration fees. And finally, in Question 31, a total of 
132 students indicated a perception of some problem or 
pressure from advisor(s) about choice of classes. While 
the percentages in these tabulations were relatively low, 
yet there were some perceptions on an absolute basis that 
should merit attention. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this study was to measure the actual or 
potential instances of educational consumer rights 
violations at Iowa State University, according to the 
perceptions of full-time undergraduate students during fall 
semester, 1991. The research question indicated in the 
study was "Did student perceptions of such violations or 
potential violations exist?" Secondarily, the 
statistical technique was used to determine if differences 
appeared statistically significant between class levels and 
the relative perceptions of the participants with regard to 
their respective "agree", "disagree" and "not applicable or 
don•t know" responses. 
To accomplish the desired result, a questionnaire was 
developed, the questions were field tested with two 
separate graduate level classes as to clarity of questions 
and whether the questions sought the appropriate 
information. After minimal changes, the questionnaire was 
deemed proper for use in the study. It should be noted 
here again, that strictly speaking, the items on the 
instrument were not "questions" and the instrument was not, 
therefore, a "questionnaire". The items were statements 
with which the student/participants could "agree". 
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"disagree", or respond "not applicable or don't know". 
However, for convenience, the terms "questions" for the 
instrument items and "questionnaire" for the instrument 
designation were used throughout. 
The sample of student/participants was selected with 
the assistance of a sampling specialist from the Department 
of Statistics at Iowa State University. A random sample of 
classes that, according to pre-registration information, 
contained between 20 and 200 students was selected (to 
accomplish both the goals of obtaining valuable information 
and avoiding to the extent possible, class disruption when 
the instrument was administered). To obtain approximately 
1,000 participants, each 63rd class from a total list of of 
2,207 classes was selected. The first class was randomly 
selected as the 20th class on the list. The instrument was 
administered during October, 1991, to a total of 37 
classes. Total participants with usable responses were 
865. Class attendance on the day the instrument was 
administered in any of the 37 classes could not be 
controlled, hence the lesser number of participants in the 
study. 
After collection, data were placed into the four 
categories of the study, specifically, the student's right: 
(1) to be heard (2) to be safe (3) to be informed and 
(4) to choose. The right to be safe was further subdivided 
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into (a) physical safety on campus and (b) safety of 
records, reputation, work expended and related rights. 
Conclusions 
This study proceeded upon the basis that any 
perception of actual or potential violation of legitimate 
educational consumer rights was more than should ideally be 
found. While that may be a Utopian premise, it is 
difficult to accept any basic premise that assumes or 
presumes that to violate the rights of any student is "all 
right" or is "to be expected", regardless of what "real 
life" may be. Inasmuch as there is no evidence, data or 
other indication what may be realistic from a practical 
point of view, any conclusion as to what is realistic would 
have to be based on speculation. It is thus fair to 
conclude that there appear to be significant actual or 
potential violations of educational consumer rights, 
according to the perceptions of the students themselves, of 
varying degrees of intensity. With respect to an attitude 
and perception study, in many instances the actual numbers, 
rather than simply percentages may more accurately indicate 
or point to actual or potential problems on the campus. 
A caveat may be in order at this point. The design 
of the study made no attempt to differentiate between the 
perceptions of students who based their responses on 
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actual personal experience(s) with the subject of each 
question and perceptions of students who based their 
response(s) on any other available source of information. 
It is acknowledged that the latter could include hearsay. 
A number of the questions produced results that appear 
to point toward difficulty. Table 35 sets forth a 
compilation of the study results based on actual total 
numbers of students, with respect to their responses; the 
table is organized based on highest percentages of 
responses (in decreasing order) which tend to indicate 
potential problems of educational consumer rights 
violations. (For comparison purposes. Table 36 shows the 
same information, sorted in descending order by "No 
Violation" responses, and Table 37 again shows the same 
information, sorted in descending order by "Not Applicable 
or Don't Know" responses.) For example, in Question 7 
(Table 3), a total of 234 students perceived that they 
would not obtain a fair resolution of a grade appeal. That 
is a percentage of 27.05; ironically, exactly the same 
total of 234 students perceived the opposite, and 397 did 
not know or presumably had no experience in the matter. In 
another example, Question 30 (Table 16), a total of 196 
students (22.76%) perceived that regulations for nighttime 
use of campus buildings were not adequate for students' 
safety. In Question 17 (Table 14), a total of 346 students 
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Table 35. Compilation of responses by total numbers, which 
indicate potential educational consumer rights 
violations (descending sort by "Violation"). 
VIO- VIO- NO VIO- NO VIO- N/A N/A 
DATION liATlON DATION DATION D/K D/K 
Question Table Actual % of Actual % of Actual % of 
Number Number Number Sample Number Sample Number Sample 
14  5  627  72 .49  113  13 .06  125  14 .45  
18  26  538  62 .20  253  29 .25  74  8 .55  
15  24  440  50 .87  269  31 .10  156  18 .03  
9  13  421  48 .73  400  46 .30  43  4 .98  
22  29  363  41 .92  491  56 .70  12  1 .39  
24  7  350  40 .56  114  13 .21  399  46 .23  
17  14  346  40 .00  491  56 .76  28  3 .24  
13  18  337  39 .00  265  30 .67  262  30 .32  
20  27  266  30 .79  343  39 .70  255  29 .51  
16  25  260  30 .06  355  41 .04  250  28 .90  
12  23  243  28 .13  234  27 .08  387  44 .79  
5  21  237  27 .40  607  70 .17  21  2 .43  
23  6  236  27 .38  140  16 .24  486  56 .38  
4  20  234  27 .08  586  67 .82  44  5 .09  
7  3  234  27 .05  234  27 .05  397  45 .90  
25  15  201  23 .32  391  45 .36  270  31 .32  
30  16  196  22 .76  399  46 .34  266  30 .89  
10  22  195  22 .54  520  60 .12  150  17 .34  
28  30  194  22 .51  615  71 .35  53  6 .15  
27  19  172  19 .91  629  72 .80  63  7 .29  
1  2  158  18 .27  395  45 .66  312  36 .07  
8  32  157  18 .15  617  71 .33  91  10 .52  
31  34  132  15 .30  692  80 .19  39  4 .52  
33  10  131  15 .23  177  20 .58  552  64 .19  
6  12  127  14 .68  85  9 .83  653  75 .49  
2  31  101  11 .81  429  50 .18  325  38 .01  
26  8  101  11 .70  635  73 .58  127  14 .72  
32  17  99  11 .46  552  63 .89  213  24 .65  
19  33  99  11 .45  672  77 .69  94  10 .87  
11  4  94  10 .87  131  15 .14  640  73 .99  
21  28  71  8 .21  607  70 .17  187  21 .62  
3  11  64  7 .40  642  74 .22  159  18 .38  
29  9  48  5 .57  125  14 .52  688  79 .91  
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Table 36. Compilation of responses by total numbers, which 
indicate potential educational consumer rights 
violations (descending sort by "No Violation"). 
VIO- VIO- NO VIO- NO VIO- N/A N/A 
DATION DATION LATION DATION D/K D/K 
Question Table Actual % of Actual % of Actual % of 
Number Number Number sample Number Sample Number Sample 
31  34  132  15 .30  692  80 .19  39  4 .52  
19  33  99  11 .45  672  77 .69  94  10 .87  
3  11  64  7 .40  642  74 .22  159  18 .38  
26  8  101  11 .70  635  73 .58  127  14 .72  
27  19  172  19 .91  629  72 .80  63  7 .29  
8  32  157  18 .15  617  71 .33  91  10 .52  
28  30  194  22 .51  615  71 .35  53  6 .15  
21  28  71  8 .21  607  70 .17  187  21 .62  
5  21  237  27 .40  607  70 .17  21  2 .43  
4  20  234  27 .08  586  67 .82  44  5 .09  
32  17  99  11 .46  552  63 .89  213  24 .65  
10  22  195  22 .54  520  60 .12  150  17 .34  
17  14  346  40 .00  491  56 .76  28  3 .24  
22  29  363  41 .92  491  56 .70  12  1 .39  
2  31  101  11 .81  429  50 .18  325  38 .01  
9  13  421  48 .73  400  46 .30  43  4 .98  
30  16  196  22 .76  399  46 .34  266  30 .89  
1  2  158  18 .27  395  45 .66  312  36 .07  
25  15  201  23 .32  391  45 .36  270  31 .32  
16  25  260  30 .06  355  41 .04  250  28 .90  
20  27  266  30 .79  343  39 .70  255  29 .51  
15  24  440  50 .87  269  31 .10  156  18 .03  
13  18  337  39 .00  265  30 .67  262  30 .32  
18  26  538  62 .20  253  29 .25  74  8 .55  
12  23  243  28 .13  234  27 .08  387  44 .79  
7  3  234  27 .05  234  27 .05  397  45 .90  
33  10  131  15 .23  177  20 .58  552  64 .19  
23  6  236  27 .38  140  16 .24  486  56 .38  
11  4  94  10 .87  131  15 .14  640  73 .99  
29  9  48  5 .57  125  14 .52  688  79 .91  
24  7  350  40 .56  114  13 .21  399  46 .23  
14  5  627  72 .49  113  13 .06  125  14 .45  
6  12  127  14 .68  85  9 .83  653  75 .49  
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Table 37. Compilation of responses by total numbers, which 
indicate potential educational consumer rights 
violations (descending sort by "Not Applicable or 
Don't Know"). 
VIO- VIO- NO VIO- NO VIO- N/A N/A 
DATION LATION DATION DATION D/K D/K 
Question Table Actual % of Actual % of Actual % of 
Number Number Number Sample Number sample Number sample 
29  9  48  5 .57  125  14 .52  688  79 .91  
6  12  127  14 .68  85  9 .83  653  75 .49  
11  4  94  10 .87  131  15 .14  640  73 .99  
33  10  131  15 .23  177  20 .58  552  64 .19  
23  6  236  27 .38  140  16 .24  486  56 .38  
24  7  350  40 .56  114  13 .21  399  46 .23  
7  3  234  27 .05  234  27 .05  397  45 .90  
12  23  243  28 .13  234  27 .08  387  44 .79  
2  31  101  11 .81  429  50 .18  325  38 .01  
1  2  158  18 .27  395  45 .66  312  36 .07  
25  15  201  23 .32  391  45 .36  270  31 .32  
30  16  196  22 .76  399  46 .34  266  •30 .89  
13  18  337  39 .00  265  30 .67  262  30 .32  
20  27  266  30 .79  343  39 .70  255  29 .51  
16  25  260  30 .06  355  41 .04  250  28 .90  
32  17  99  11 .46  552  63 .89  213  24 .65  
21  28  71  8 .21  607  70 .17  187  21 .62  
3  11  64  7 .40  642  74 .22  159  18 .38  
15  24  440  50 .87  269  31 .10  156  18 .03  
10  22  195  22 .54  520  60 .12  150  17 .34  
26  8  101  11 .70  635  73 .58  127  14 .72  
14  5  627  72 .49  113  13 .06  125  14 .45  
19  33  99  11 .45  672  77 .69  94  10 .87  
8  32  157  18 .15  617  71 .33  91  10 .52  
18  26  538  62 .20  253  29 .25  74  8 .55  
27  19  172  19 .91  629  72 .80  63  7 .29  
28  30  194  22 .51  615  71 .35  53  6 .15  
4  20  234  27 .08  586  67 .82  44  5 .09  
9  13  421  48 .73  400  46 .30  43  4 .98  
31  34  132  15 .30  692  80 .19  39  4 .52  
17  14  346  40 .00  491  56 .76  28  3 .24  
5  21  237  27 .40  607  70 .17  21  2 .43  
22  29  363  41 .92  491  56 .70  12  1 .39  
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(40.00%) perceived that campus traffic regulations were not 
adequate for students' safety. The results for all of the 
questions just discussed were statistically significant at 
the .05 level, when analyzed by the method. However, 
in addition to statistical significance (which produces 
valuable information as to the differences in perceptions 
across class levels), the raw total numbers of responses in 
these categories are significant in other ways, and may 
indicate or suggest administrative consideration and 
perhaps follow up. The data from this study cannot 
determine why these perceptions have occurred, or even 
In what way the perceptions indicate lack of consumer 
rights protection, but only that these perceptions 
have occurred, according to the students participating 
in this study. 
Arguably, this is an imperfect world, and perhaps it is 
to be expected that such violations or potential violations 
occur. This study cannot address that argument. Nor can 
this study address the level of acceptability of these 
perceived violations or potential violations of educational 
consumer rights. The first questions may be addressable, 
if at all, in a philosophical debate, and the second 
perhaps by administrative decision makers at this 
University. Additionally, replications of this study at 
other colleges and universities may provide information as 
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to averages, which in turn may indicate what is an 
acceptable level of such violations (although it is 
suggested that any "acceptable level" in this respect must 
be a judgment decision). The study does address the 
question of whether such violations exist or occur at 
this University, and generalized from the sample data to 
the undergraduate student body, a number of potential 
problems may be indicated, according to student 
perceptions. 
Of the 33 questions in the study, 27 produced results 
that were statistically significant at the .05 level, based 
on a calculation. Clearly, this indicates that these 
data are not independent, that there is a relationship 
between the two variables: (1) students' class level and 
(2) their perception of "agree", "disagree" and "not 
applicable or don't know". Although the relationship 
varies by question, it is clear that freshmen and seniors, 
for example, do not share the same perceptions as a general 
rule. Use of the test relative to statistical 
significance has demonstrated a trend in a number of the 
questions indicating a decreasing perception of rights 
violations (by percentages) in the progression from 
freshman through sophomore, junior to senior class levels. 
Perhaps this is related to maturation of the student in 
his/her college career. In addition to this useful 
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information, the raw data in terms of perceptions and 
percentage of totals also provide very useful information. 
This study was conducted on the premise that any 
perception of educational rights violation is more than the 
ideal should be. 
The total tabulation percentages may be such, in a 
number of instances, that further attention is suggested. 
For example. Question 23 (Table 6) demonstrated a 
value of 11.69, which is not statistically significant. 
Perhaps that fact that this question did not produce 
results statistically significant with calculations, 
is in itself rather significant. It would appear that 
the responses to this question indicate that across 
classes, more students see the matter in relatively the 
same way, and there is little or at least less difference 
in the perception across classes. What is otherwise or 
additionally significant about this question is that a 
total of 236 students perceived that complaints about 
living arrangements are not courteously investigated 
and resolved by officials. This is a 27.38% segment of the 
sample, and generalized to the student body may well point 
toward a problem. This will achieve additional importance 
if H.R. 2363 is enacted by Congress and becomes the law in 
the near future (Appendix D sets forth this pending federal 
legislation). Should that occur, administrative officials 
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would be required by federal law to investigate and 
resolve just such difficulties, and to do it promptly and 
efficiently. While courtesy is not mandated by the 
proposed legislation, it is certainly implied from the 
language of the bill. 
A recent example of an incident that might be impacted 
by such legislation as just referred to is the case of 
Howard and Constance Clery v. Lehigh University, et 
al. This relatively recent lawsuit was filed in 
Northampton County, Pennsylvania in January, 1988. It 
alleged that plaintiffs' daughter, Jeanne Ann Clery, a 
student at defendant Lehigh University, was brutally raped 
and murdered by one Joseph Henry, also a student at Lehigh 
University (and an employee of the University's maintenance 
department.) The incident occurred in a University 
dormitory, the residence of plaintiff's decedent. The 
factual basis of this case appears substantially similar to 
Mullins V. State of New York, et al, decided in New 
York several years earlier (Mullins, 1984). Both cases 
involved allegations that the defendant college failed to 
properly protect the student concerned, primarily due to 
unlocked dormitory doors at night ("propped open" doors in 
the Clery case). This was a claimed violation of the duty 
of the college to protect its student(s) under the 
circumstances. The Clery case was settled in June, 1988 
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and the Complaint was dismissed by plaintiffs; thus the 
matter does not furnish legal precedent. A settlement 
agreement between all parties is now in effect, which 
requires that the dollar amount of the settlement not be 
revealed. 
The case has received widespread publicity due to an 
apparent campaign by Mr. and Mrs. Clery for improvements to 
college campus safety for students, through legislation 
and/or other means. Even though this tragic occurrance 
does not provide legal precedent, it may well provide 
support for the argument that safer campus environments are 
necessary, and perhaps legislation is one immediate and 
direct method for achieving such a goal. A similar impact 
may occur on right to know legislation, based on already 
existing legislation, together with incidents such as 
Clery et al, v, Lehigh University et al. 
Much of the study can be perhaps summarized or related 
to "fair play" in a general sense. If "fair play" is 
practiced in relationships between college/university 
students and faculty/administration of any given college or 
university, many of these problems may well disappear. The 
matter of knowingly failing to practice "fair play" is 
an entirely different matter, involving concepts and issues 
not addressed in this study. 
In order to arrive at data indicating any general 
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level or average in connection with this topic and 
perceived violations of educational consumer rights (as 
previously mentioned), this study or one substantially like 
it, should be replicated or conducted at other colleges 
or universities. 
Because the law is constantly changing, it is logical 
that students' rights may also change. Accepting that 
reasoning, the instrument used in this study should be 
refined and further legal research should be conducted on 
topics that reflect changes in the law, in order to 
maintain current status in any replication of this study. 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
October, 1991 
Coilese 01 Education 
Protessional Studies 
N243 Ligomarcino Hall 
Ames. Iowa ;ooii-3i9o 
515 204-4143 
Dear Iowa State student: 
We are interested in gathering information and data with respect 
to some of your experiences as an Iowa State student. This 
information will be used in connection with a doctoral 
dissertation. Completion of the questionnaire should take less 
than 15 minutes of your time. Participation in this survey is 
voluntary — no student is required to answer any of these 
q u e s t i o n s .  I f  y o u  d o  n o t  w i s h  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e ,  p l e a s e  s i m p l y  
return the questionnaire to me or to your instructor. 
The answers to the questions will reflect only your personal 
experiences. In order to be of value for this research project, 
it is necessary that you answer the questions as honestly and 
accurately as you can. 
A l l  q u e s t i o n n a i r e s  a r e  anonymous : your name will not appear on 
any part of the documents. There is no oossi bilitv that you can 
be identified by your answers. We therefore hope that, with 
this assurance, you will answer accurately apd without 
hesitation. 
Upon completion of the answer sheet, if you have any questions, 
and if your, instructor approves, I will he happy to stay for a 
time and answer your questions. 
There is a possibility that you have been asked to participate 
in this study before. A number of classes have been selected at , 
random, and you may appear in more than one of these classes. 
If this is the case, please do not complete a second 
questionnai re. Simply bring the questionnaire to me and 
indicate that you have already participated. 
Thank you very much for your assistance. If you have any 
questions at any later time, please call me at (515) 294-7531 or 
(515) 232-7259. 
Sincerely, 
Gene V. Kel llenberger 
Doctoral Candidate 
Professional Studies in 
Education 
Ebbers 






THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ALL APPLY TO YOUR EXPERIENCE(S) AS A STUDENT AT IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY. 
PLEASE ANSWER THESE QUESTIONS BY DARKENING THE PROPER CIRCLE ON THE ANSWER SHEET, AS FOLLOWS; 
1 = AGREE 2 : DISAGREE 3 = NOT APPLICABLE TO YOU [INCLUDING "DON'T KNOW"] 
[1] Classes which I needed to take have been cancelled without explanation. 
[2] In obtaining insurance (health and otherwise), I can make choices without official pressure. 
[3] Instructional equipment In my courses and labs has been safe to use. 
[4] My advisor is able to clearly and understandably explain the academic requirements of my 
major. 
[5] The University catalog contains adequate information for me to choose between courses. 
[6] If a crime occurs, campus security personnel carefully investigate, and if I am Involved, I am 
informed of the outcome of the investigation if and when such information 1s available. 
[7] If I receive a grade that I disagree with, I can appeal and get a fair and impartial 
decision. 
[8] I can choose between class sections without undue pressure from administration. 
[9] Campus walkways are adequately lighted for safe nighttime use by students. 
[lOj My advisor, when asked, can discuss my career possibilities in an informed manner. 
[11] After conviction of a student conduct code violation, if I appeal I can expect a fair and 
impartial decision. 
[12] Student course evaluations are available to me before registration in any semester at Iowa 
State University. 
[13] I know student(s) who have received grade(s) based on other criteria than academic 
performance. 
[14] Before Iowa State decides about major spending, student Input is sought and considered. 
[15] I have been required to satisfy unpublished course requirements, including fee payments. 
[16] Information about the number and percent of students completing my academic major are 
regularly given, or are available from Iowa State University. 
[ 1 7 ]  Campus traffic regulations are adequate for safe pedestrian travel. 
[18] I am informed of the faculty who are teaching specific courses each semester. 
[19] Within applicable university rules, I can decide how to pay my registration fees. 
[20] Distinguished faculty on campus are available for interaction with students. 
[21] Information about employment possibilities after graduation is available from Iowa State. 
[22] My instructors follow course syllabi without additional requirements after classes begin. 
[ 2 3 ]  Complaints about living arrangements are courteously Investigated and resolved by officials. 
[24] If an instructor is teaching poorly, department heads will listen to my complaints. 
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[25] Campus security personnel appear well trained and courteous to me as a student. 
[26] I complete formal course evaluation questionnaires each semester. 
[27] My course grades are regularly assigned in a fair manner. 
[28] I have access to accurate course descriptions and requirements before registration at Iowa 
State University. 
[ 2 9 ]  If I am placed on academic probation, I can appeal and get a fair decision. 
[30] Regulations for nighttime use of campus buildings are adequate for students' safety. 
[31] I can choose my classes (within college guidelines) without undue pressure from my advisor. 
[32] There is adequate security in my residence so that I feel safe living there. 
[33] If I am accused of a violation of the student conduct code, I Know my side of the question 
will be listened to and seriously considered. 
PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS BY DARKENING THE APPROPRIATE CIRCLE ON THE ANSWER SHEET: 
[34] What Is your class level? [35] In which college are you enrolled? 
1: Freshman (29.6 credits or less) 1: Agriculture 
2: Sophomore (30 to 59.5 credits inclusive) 2: Business Administration 
3: Junior (60 to 89.5 credits inclusive) 3: Design 
4: Senior (90 credits or more) 4: Education 
5: Other (special, graduate, etc.) 5: Engineering 
G: Family and Consumer Sciences 
7: Liberal Arts and Sciences 
[36] Where do you live at Iowa State? 8: Other (Including Veterinary, 
1: Residence Hall Graduate, etc.) 
2: University Apartments 
3: Fraternity or Sorority [37] What is your gender? 
4: Off campus residence 1: Male 
2: Female 
[38] How many separate classes or courses are you enrolled in this seaaster? 
1, 2, 3, 4, S, etc. 
[39] How many of your classes have 19 or fewer students in It? 
1, 2. 3, 4, 5, etc. cif none, leave blank) 
[40] How many of your classes have 200 or more students In it? 
1 ,  2 ,  3 ,  4 , . 5 ,  e t c .  ( 1 f  n o n e ,  l e a v e  b l a n k )  
[41] riy age Is: 1: Under 25 years 
2: 25 years or older 
[42] My home town is: 1: Under 2,500 population 
2: Over 2,500 but under 10,000 
3: Over 10,000 but under 50,000 
4: Over 50,000 population 
[43] My racial/ethnic background is: 
1: American Indian or Alaskan Native 
2: Black (not Hispanic) 
3: White (not Hispanic) 
4: Asian or Pacific Islander 
5: Hispanic (Spanish American) 
6: Prefer Not To Indicate 
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TABLE 1 
Ranking of Student Consumer Expectations According to PubHshed Response in College 
Publications {N = 70) 
Response 
Rank Student Consumer Expectations Percentage 
1 All existing regulations and programs apply equally to all races and to both sexes. 97,7 
2 The total yearly cost (with breakdown of individual items) is made available at time 96.5 
of application for admission. 
3 There is a formal grievance procedure for student appeals to college/university 94.3 
charges of rules infractions. 
4 Refunds are available for tuition and room and board on a prorated basis if a 94.2 
student leaves college for a legitimate reason. 
5 Students sit on judicial boards which hear cases involving students. 91.9 
6 Reasons for dismissal of a student are explicit. 66.2 
7 There is a formal grievance procedure for student charges of alleged academic 80.6 
injustices. 
8 Fines for parking violations are clearly stated and in proportion to offense. 77.9 
9 Committees involved in planning, supervision, or evaluation of college/university 77.0 
policies and programs have student representations on them. 
10 An explanation of what each fee encompasses is provided at the time of applies- 76.1 
tion for admission. 
11 The student's responsibilities for all financial aid programs are thoroughly ex- 74.5 
plained to all prospective and enrolled students. 
12 Provision is made Tor the protection of individual privacy in residence halls. 71.6 
13 There is a formal grievance procedure for student charges of alleged administra- 70.1 
tive Injustices. 
14 The college provides its own security staff to insure protection of personal safety 68.6 
and property in residence halls and on campus. 
15 For all jobs performed on campus, students are paid in currency (check) or reim- 64.7 
bursed room or board at least at the minimum wage rate. 
16 Transfer credits are evaluated and results made available for student acceptance 62.8 
of admission. 
17 Teaching competency is evaluated by students. 60.0 
18 Records of graduates of the institutions are complete, accurate, and available to 60.0 
graduates for at least two years after graduation. 
19 Guidelines for student conduct are provided before student acceptance of admis- 55.4 
sion. 
20 Charges for loss of library books, lab equipment, breakage are in direct proportion 53.0 
to the cost of repair or replacement of the item. 
21 Students over 18 years old receive all college/university correspondence directly. 48.4 
22 Information on the number and amount of scholarships given by a college/ 45.8 
university o/er a definite period of time is available to student. 
23 The philosophy and/or goals of the college are substantiated by statements on 44.6 
outcomes achieved, criteria for evaluation, method of attainment, et cetera. 
24 A change in degree requirements is announced at least one year in advance of 42.4 
implementation. 
25 Anticipated changes in housing "contracts" are announced before a student 40.8 
makes a room commitment for the following year. 
26 The grading system for each course is made known before the course begins. 40.3 
27 Programs preparing for specific careers discuss likely employment on comple- 38.3 
tion. 
28 Students assist in the decision-making process for determining quantity and qual- 35.3 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 
Ranking of Student Consumer Expectations According to Pubiished Response in Coilege 
Publications (N = 70) 
Response 
Rank Student Consumer Expectations Percentage 
ity of food to be served by the campus food service. 
29 The course requirements are outlined to students during the first week of classes. 31.8 
30 Monies allocated for academic programs are not diverted to other programs, 23.8 
services. 
22.6 31 Data collected by the placement service on graduates' employment success is 
disseminated to prospective and enrolled students. 
32 Increases in tuition and in room and board are announced at least two terms in 20.5 
advance of implementation. 
14,5 33 Classrooms with seating for class size is obtained no later than at the end of the 
first week of classes. 
34 Substitution of graduate assistants or other instructors for instructors scheduled 13.0 
to teach a course is infrequent. 
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PUB. L. 101-542, TITLE I 
and 
PUB. L. 101-542, TITLE II 
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Enactment of Subsec. (e). 
Pub.L. 101-542, Title I, § 104, Nov. 8,1990,104 Stat 2383, provided that 
effective July 1, 1992, this section is amended adding subsec. (e), with 
the. first report to the Secretary of Education due by July 1, 1993. 
Subsec, (e) is to read as follows: 
"(e) DiscloMures required with respect to athletically related student 
aid.—(I) Each institution of higher education which participates in any 
program under this subchapter and is attended by students receiving 
athletically related student aid shall annually submit a report to the 
Secretary which contains— 
"(A) the number of students at the institution of higher education 
who received athletically related student aid broken doton by race and 
sex in the folloiving sports: basketball, football, baseball, cross coun­
try/track, and all other sports combined; • 
"(B) the number of students at the institution of higher education, 
broken down by race and sex; 
"(C) the completion or graduation rate for students at the institU' 
tion of higher education who received athletically related student aid 
broken down by race and sex in the following sports: basketball, 
football, baseball, cross country/track and all other sports combined; 
"(D) the completion or graduation rate for students at the institu­
tion of higher education, broken dovm by race and sex; 
"(E) the average completion or graduation rate for the 4 most 
recent completing or graduating classes of students at the institution 
of higher education who received athletically related student aid bro­
ken down by race and sex in the following categories: basketball, 
football, baseball, cross country/track, and all other sports combined; 
and 
"(F) the average completion or graduation rate for the 4 most recent 
completing or graduating classes of students at the institution of 
higher education broken down by race and sex. 
"(2) When an institution described in paragraph (1) of this subsection 
offers a potential student athlete athletically related student aid, such 
institution shall provide to the student and his parents, his guidance 
counselor, and coach the information contained in the report submitted 
by such institution pursuant to paragraph (1). 
"(3) For purposes of this subsection, institutions may exclude from the 
reporting requirements under paragraphs (1) and (2) the completion or 
graduation rates of students and student athletes who leave school to 
serve in the armed services, on official church missions, or with a 
recognized foreign aid service of the Federal Government 
"(4) Each institution of higher education described in paragraph (1) 
may provide supplemental information to students and the Secretary 
showing the completion or graduation rate when such completion or 
graduation rate includes students transferring into and out of such 
institution. 
"(5) The Secretary, using the reports submitted under this subsection, 
shall compile and publish a report containing the information required 
under paragraph (1) broken down by— 
"(A) individual institutions of higher education; and 
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"fB) athletic conferences recognized by the National Collegiate Aih-
, letic Association and ,the National Association of Intercollegiate Ath­
letics. 
"(6) The Secretary shall waive the requirements of this subsection for 
any institution of higher education that is a member of an athletic 
association or athletic conference that has voluntarily published comple­
tion or graduation rate data or has agreed to publish data that, in the 
opinion of the Secretary, is substantially comparable to the information 
required under this subsection. 
"(7) The Secretary, in conjunction with the National Junior College 
Athletic Association, shall develop and obtain data on completion or 
graduation rates from two-year colleges that award athletically related 
student aid. Such data shall, to the extent practicable, be consistent 
with the reporting requirements set forth in this section. 
"(8) For purposes of this subsection, the term 'athletically related 
student aid' means any scholarship, grant, or other form of financial 
assistance the terms of which require the recipient to participate in a 
program of intercollegiate athletics at an institution of higher education 
in order to be eligible to receive such assistance. " 
Enactment of Subsec. (f). 
Pub.L 101-542, Title II, / m(a), (c), Nov. 8, 1990, lOU Stat 2385, 2387, 
provided that effective Sept 1, 1991, and applicable as provided in 
§ 204(cJ, this section is amended by adding a new subsec. to read as 
follows: 
"(f) Disclosure of campus security policy and campus crime statistics.— 
(1) Each eligible institution participating in any program under this 
subchapter shall , on September 1, 1991, begin to collect the following 
information with respect to campus crime statistics and campus securi­
ty policies of that institution, and beginning September 1, 1992, and each 
year thereafter, prepare, publish, and distribute, through appropriate 
publications or mailings, to all current students and employees, and to 
any applicant for enrollment or employment upon request an annual 
security report containing at least the following information with re­
spect to the campus security policies and campus crime statistics of that 
institution: 
"(A) A statement of current campus policies regarding procedures 
and facilities for students and others to report criminal actions or 
other emergencies occurring on campus and policies concerning the 
institution's response to such reports. 
"(B) A statement of current policies concerning security and access 
to campus facilities, including campus residences, and security consid­
erations used in the maintenance of campus facilities. 
"(C) A statement of current policies concerning campus law enforce­
ment, including— 
"(i) the enforcement authority of security personnel, including 
their working relationship with State and local police agencies; and 
"(ii) policies which encourage accurate and prompt reporting of 
all crimes to the campus police and the appropriate police agenàes. 
"(D) A description of the type and frequency of programs designed 
to inform stridents and emphyees about campus security procedures 
and practices and to encourage students and employees to be respon­
sible for their oum security and the security of others. 
"(E) A description of programs ' designed to inform students and 
employees about the prevention of crimes. 
"(F) Statistics concerning the occurrence on campus, during the 
most recent school year, and during the 3 preceding school years for 
which data are available, of the following criminal offenses reported to 





"(iv) aggravated assault; 
"(o) burglary; and 
"(vi) motor vehicle theft. 
"(G) A statement of policy concerning the monitoring and recording 
through local police agencies of criminal activity at off-campxis stu­
dent organizations which are recognized by the institution and that 
are engaged in by students attending the institution, including those 
Student organizations Dnth off-campus housing/acilities. 
"(H) Statistics concerning the number of arrests for the following 
crimes occurring on campus: 
"(i) liquor law violations; 
"(ii) drug abuse violations; and 
"(Hi) weapons possessions. 
"(I) A statement of policy regarding the possession, use, and sale of 
alcoholic beverages and enforcement of State underage drinking laws 
and a statement of policy regarding the "possession, use, and sale of 
illegal drugs and enforcement of Federal and State drug laws and a 
description of any drug or alcohol abuse education programs as 
required under section lU5g of this title. 
"(2) Nothing in this subsection shall be. construed to authorize the 
Secretary to require particular policies, procedures, or practices by 
institutions of higher education with respect to campus crimes or cam­
pus security. 
"(3) Each institution participating in any program under this sub­
chapter shall make timely reports to the campus community on crimes 
considered to be a threat to other students and employees described in 
paragraph (IXF) that are reported to campus security or local law police 
agencies. Such reports shall be provided to students and employees in a 
manner that is timely and that will aid in the prevention of similar 
occurrences. ' 
"(4) Upon the request of the Secretary, each institution participating 
in any program under this subchapter shall submit to the Secretary a 
copy of the statistics required to be made available under paragraphs 
(1)(F) and (1)(H). The Secretary shall— 
"(A) review such statistics and report to the Committee on Edu­
cation and Labor of the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources of the Senate on campxts crime 
statistics by September 1, 1995; and 
"(B) in coordination with representatives of institutions of higher 
education, identify exemplary campus security policies, procedures, 
and practices and disseminaU information concerning those policies, 
procedures, and practices that have proven effective in the reduction of 
campus crime. 
"(3)(A) For purposes of this subsection, the term 'campus' includes— 
"(i) any building or property otmed or controlled by the institution 
of higher education within the same reasonably contiguous geographic 
area and used by the institution in direct support of, or related to its 
educational purposes; or 
"(ii) any building or property owned or controlled by student orga­
nizations recognized by the institution. 
"(B) In cases where branch campuses of an institution of higher 
education, schools within an institution of higher education, or adminis­
trative divisions within, an institution are not within a reasonably 
contiguous geographic area, such entities shall be considered separate 
campuses for purposes of the reporting requirements of this section. 
"(S) The statistics described in paragraphs (IXF) and (1)(H) shall be 
compiled in accordance with the definitions used in the uniform crime 
reporting system of the Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Inves­
tigation, and the modifications in such definitions as implemented 
pursuant to the Hate Crime Statistics Act " 
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102d congress f f *-1 O O /* O 
isTSEssioN H. K, Zobo 
To amend tho provisions of the Higher Education Act of 1965 relating 
to treatment by campus officials of sexual assault victims. 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA'J'IVIGS 
my 15,1991 
Mr. Ramstao (for himself, Mr, Goodling, Mr. MOWNARI, Mr. BblLEY, Mr. 
LEViNjfl of California, Ms. Snowb, Mrs. Schroeder, Mr. Gingrich, Mr. 
. Hyde, Mr. OÀMi'UEUiLi of California, Mr. Stark, Mr. Weber, Mr. Ran-
«KL, Mr, Klug, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. YRNTO, Mr. ZiaLllw, Mr. Payne of 
New Jersey, Mr. Boehlert, Ms. "WATERS, Mr. Coughlin, Mr. PENNY, 
Mr. Sensbnbrennbb, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. Chandler, 
Mr. Robmbr, Mr. McQrath, Mr. Peterson of Minnesota, Mr. Hough-
TON, Mr. ABEROROMBm, Mr. Pjianks of Connecticut, Mr. Santorum, 
Mr. GuNDBHa^Jfc^^^N, Mrs. Eoukema, Mr, GOSS, Mr. Ridge, 
Mr. McEwwn . Mr. Schifk, Mr. Emerson, Mr. LE\\nt$ of 
California, Mr. Qekas, Ms. ROS-Lbhtinen, Mrs. JOH'NSON of Connecti-
out, Mr. Vandmk Jaut, Mr. Camp, Mrs. Vijoanovich, Mr. Stearns, 
Mr. Armey, Mrs. Meyers of Kansas, Mr, Shays, and Mr.- Smith of 
New Jersey) introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com­
mittee on Education and Labor 
A BILL 
To amend the provisions of the Higher Education Act of 
1965 relating to treatment by campus officials of sexual 
assault victims. 
1 Be it enacted by th-e Senate a7id II()u.90 of Representa-
2 tives of t}i6 United States of America in Congress assembled, 
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1 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
2 This Act may be cited as the "Campus Sexual As-
3 sault Victims' Bill of Rights Act of 1991 ". 
4 SBC, 2. AMENDMENT. 
5 Section 485 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 
6 U.S.C. 1092(f)) is amended— 
7 (1) by adding at the end of paragi-aph (1) of 
8 subsection (f) the following new subparagraph; 
9 "(J) A statement of policy regarding the 
• 10 rights of victims of sexual assault that complies 
11 with the requirements of subsection (g)."; and 
12 (2) by adding at the end thereof the following 
13 new subsection: 
14 "(g) POLICY RBGABDING TI-IE VICTIMS OF SEXUAL 
15 ASSAULI^S.— 
16 "(1) REQUIREMENTS.—Bach institution of 
17 higher education shall establish and implement a 
18 written policy establishing a campus sexual assault 
19 victims' bill of rights which provides thai the follow-
20 ing rights shall be accorded, by all campus officers, 
21 administrators and employees of such institution, to 
22 victims of campus-related sexual assaults: 
23 "(A) The right to have any and all sexual 
24 assaults against them treated with seriousness; 
25 the right, as victims, to be treated with dignity; 
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1 and the right for campus organizations which 
2 assist such victims to be accorded recognition. 
3 "(B) The right to have sexual assaults 
4 committed against them investigated and adju-
5 dicated by the duly constituted criminal and 
6 civil authorities of the governmental entity in 
7 which the crimes occurred; and the right to the 
8 full and prompt cooperation and assistance of 
9 campus personnel in notifying the proper au-
10 thorities. The foregoing shall be in addition to 
11 any campus disciplinary proceedings. 
12 "(C) The right to be free from any kind of 
13 pressure from campus personnel that victims (i) 
14 not report crimes committed against them to 
15 civil and criminal authorities or to campus law 
16 enforcement and disciplinary officials) or (ii) rc-
17 port crimes as lesser offenses than the victims 
18 perceive them to be. 
19 "(D) The right to be free from any kind 
20 of suggestion that campus sexual assault vic-
21 tims not report, or under-report, crimes 
22 because— 
23 "(i) victims are somehow 'responsible' 
24 for the commission of crimes against them; 
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1 "(ii) victims were contributorily negli-
2 gent or assumed the risk of being assault-
3 ed; or 
4 "(ill) by reporting crimes they would 
5 incur unwanted personal publicity. 
6 "(E) The same right to legal assistance, or 
7 ability to have others present, in any campus 
8 disciplinaiy proceeding that the institution per-
9 mits to the accused; and the right to be notified 
10 of the outcome of such proceeding. 
11 "(F) The right to full and prompt coopéra-
12 tion from campus pei'sonnel in obtaining, secui'-
13 ing, and maintaining evidence (including a ined-
14 ical examdnation) as may be necessaiy to the 
15 proof of criminal sexual assault in subsequent 
16 legal proceedings. 
17 "(G) The right to be made aware of, and 
18 assisted in exercising any options, as pi^ovided 
19 by State and Federal laws or regulations, with 
20 regard to mandatory testing of sexual assault 
21 suspects for communicable diseases and with 
22 regard to notification to victims of the results 
23 of such testing. 
24 "(H) The right to counseling from any 


























the institution, or by other victim-service enti­
ties, or by victims themselves. 
"(I) After campus sexual assaults have 
been reported, the victims of such crimes shall 
have the right to require that campus personnel 
take the necessaiy steps or actions reasonably 
feasible to prevent any. unnecessary or unwant­
ed contact or proximity with alleged assailants, 
including immediate relocation of the victim to 
safe and secure alternative housing, and trans­
fer of classes if requested by the victims. 
"(J) In addition to the above rights, stu­
dents, whether sexual assault victims or not, 
have a right to habitability in campus housing 
and in campus accommodation s for which the 
college receives any compensation, direct or in­
direct. 
"(2) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub­
paragraph, 'habitability' shall mean an environment 
free from sexual or physical intimidation, or any 
other continuing disruptive behavior by persons 
sharing rooms or their guests, that is of such a seri­
ous nature as would prevent a reasonable person 
from attaining their educational goals. Substantiated 
violations of the above-listed habitability provisions 
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1 shall be corrected by campus personnel by relooation 
2 of the complainant to acceptable, safe and secure al-
3 ternative housing as soon as practicable, unless the 
4 conditions of nonhabitability demonstrate the neces-
5 sity of immediate action by campus personnel.". 
6 SEC 3. CONFORMING AMISNDMENT. 
7 Section 487(a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965 
8 (20 U.S.C. 1094(a)) is amended by adding at the end 
9 thereof the following new paragraph: 
10 "(13) The institution certifies that it complies 
11 with the requirements of section 485(g).". 
12 SEC. 4. EFFECTIVE DATE, 
13 The amendments made by this section shall take ef-
14 feet on September 1,1992. 
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